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PREFACE. 

The, circumstances which have led to the publica- 
tion of this little volume, are the following : In the 
month of February, 1837, the author received a letter 
from a distinguished clergyman in one of the Southern 
States, requesting some information respecting the 
origin and progress of the New Divinity in New 
England. He probably expected no more than a 
single letter, in reply. I'he author, however, in 
attempting to answer his inquiries, soon perceived 
that he could not give the desired infoirmation in 
a single letter. He accordingly concluded to write a 
series of letters, and commit them to the disposal of his 
correspondent, who judged it expedient to give them 
to the public through the press. They were first pub- 
lished in the Southern Christian Herald, and have been 
copied into several other papers in different parts of the 
country. The interest excited by them is &r greater 
than was anticipated by the writer. They are now col- 
lected into a volume, at the earnest request of many 
who have read them, and with the hope that they may 
contribute something to the cause of truth. 

The object of these letters, is to give a brief, but 
feithfiil account of what has &ome\XKie!&\^^'ct ^^ewsasEssw. 
ted the New Haven controveifs^ . Crf2PD»A»T«>s^ <sm& 
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Uttfffma^ ihA iUt hmUfry ikumAA \$h kw/vm ; %^ iha, 

pntf^aii itttt^ffm wjc/mttl, fA fii^ pftiwi %h.*^i linvf! I><t<»t> 

Virkkf m Tifjw Kn^nd Xhtmtj^ tutd In Urm w^y t/> 
ex«ft« yrt^n^ji in tln^ VrtiphyUgrMi chwfAt kf^nlnsd thfs 
whfAe fA S*fW Znt^isMd. Hefr^nd fA the hmt \fif,t/^n in 
tiMf MfMiE^ M« mUfnAe4 Uf «^ Urn twMjinr in Hm ine 
%f^. Bf 9l MtttfMwm fA tKe writinspf fA tfa-' New 
ffaFTim ^ImiMii wiU^ IImm (A the «(lM>dkH tW^t^^ieaJ 
iinrkietv ^ X«ir EngffMkd, it lA ftlifry^^ 
not lmiioMwz«!v W »« wi4<^jr ^ nuisknee ; and tfuit in 
fdbktioAt«' ImAsuttfMtiii dfj^trtntit <Atb^ Chrmttin tulh, 

idtfftii iMtfrsOktm m the fhfumdf^ ; Mtd %MihA % inm 
fpf^nitkfmfffpr ihtf fforpfm^ fA fftt'aiK a nv^e fan ritrw fA 
the emriiiffvtmff ti> those wfy> hskve tei4 hot i^ limited 
flO|MrtitfaAee with the pvdbfic diiicti^^ 
i3^ ten ytM9, 



LETTER I. 



Mr THkk BmoTHKR'^ 

Akhoagh I nerer had the plearare of seeiiig 
jour face, I have for some time felt aequaioteS 
with joa, haviiiff heard no mach respeetintf joa 
from oar matual friend, Mr. Netdeton. I wai 
therefore fully prepared to reciprocate every ex- 
jpreMion of confidence contained in your kind 
and friendly letter of the first in«t I can aMore 
yon that brother N. remembers with deep inter- 
est the season which he spent under roar hoipi- 
table roof; and that he will ever cherish a graterol 
sense of the tokens of affection which he receiv- 
ed from yon and your family. And here permit 
me to say, that, having been intimately ac^juaint- 
ed with him for the last five and twenty vears, I 
can cheerfully subscribe to every word which 
you have said in testimony of his worth. 

But I must proceed to answer your inquiries 
respecting ** the origin and progress of Arminian 
views in New England/' 1 suppose you refer to 
the New Haven speculations. I have K^d ^:f^i;wt- 
tunity to know sometYnng ot xYvt VM^ftrr^ cA vbw«^ 

1* 
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speculations ; but the story is long, and cannot 
be told in a single letter. If you will have pa- 
tience with me, I will attempt to give you a brief 
history in a series of letters, promising to bring 
my narrative within as narrow compass as pos- 
sible. 

It is true, as was stated by Dr. Porter in his 
letter to Dr. Beecher, that " Arminianism re- 
ceiV^sd from the hand of Edwards its death blow,, 
of which it lingered more than half a century in 
New England and died. Our orthodoxy had set- 
tled into a solid, tranquil, scriptural state ; and 
perhaps no body of ministers since the world 
began have been so united, and so manifestly 
blessed of God, as the ministers of New Eng^ 
land." Such was the state of things, when, as 
Dr. Porter says — "A battery was opened in 
Connecticut, a standard raised, and a campaign 
begun." 

The first indications that the New Haven di-. 
vines were beginning to adopt opinions at vari-. 
ance with those which commonly, prevailed 
among the orthodox, appeared while the con- 
troversy between Dr. Woods of Andover, and 
Dr. Ware of Cambridge, waa^in progress; which 
was in 1820, *21. Dr. Taylor expressed to some 
of his brethren great dissatisfaction with the 
manner in which Dr. Woods had conducted the 
controversy, and with the views which he bad 
advanced, particularly on the subject of Native 
Depravity. He was heard to say, that op that 
subject Dr. Ware had the better of the argu- 
ment, and that Dr. Woods had put back the con*^ 
troversy with Unitarians fvil^ '^eais. Under the 
impaJae of these feelings, Yie i^ie^^^^ ^^ ^\\m\^ 
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for the Cbriflian Hjj^ecUim^ which he fobmitled 
to the 9M«>fH^huou of geotlemen^ bj whoiii^ in 
eoouexK^o with the editor^ th<; work w«f condfict* 
ed. The AMoei^tion iiecidi^d that it waw not 
expedient to publi«h the article. <^>f the eharae- 
ter of tfte piece, afid the sentirfieuts which it 
contaftied^ rou criiatv perhaps form «ofiie coojec^ 
ture from the followio;^ circumstance. While 
f>r, Taylor was reading it, owe of the geotJemeii 
preaefii composed ajid wrote with hi« pencil thin 
iftanza: 

A Ta/lf/r r^</ir ii«e igf'*:^ tti^n'ti '^.tfM. a«««ilji, 
l£i« <k/4:triiM; tt^ixiif/i*; 4/4^ ttrr'/r t'4/iiif a tkttttw. 

I am not aMe to fu the preciise date of thiii 
erent. I am not certain whether it trax prerionn 
or xuhuffuent to tfu, fart which I am about to 
relate. On Haturday eveti'twjr^ Dec, 15, li^l, 
Pro(e**^>r Q^Mtdnch (^( Vale Colle;re, in hi» courfe 
of lecturer to the c/^lle^e «tudenu, came to the 
docuiuft of <>rij(inal Sin, He rxmmteneed his 
lecture by o}>«ervin^ that he waj$ al^^ut to pre«ent 
a different riew of tfie f^ubject from that which is 
commonly receired: and proc/i^ed to exhibit 
the riew« which were afterwards publii^hed in the 
Christian K|>ectat/>r ; and which I «hall hare oe* 
ca«ion to notice in a future letter. Some of the 
piou« students, who had read the controrersy 
between Dr, H'-rKid* and Dr, Ware, thouglit that 
the riews exhibited in thiif lecture l>ore a ftrik' 
ing resemblance tf> tho«e of Dr, Ware, They 
were j^riered and alarmed, S^/me of them wtAOb 
to their friends, and in ihi» wa^ eouRvi^'sifi^^^;?: 
«MM«i WM excited. Mr. NeJttXt^ftu ^^ ^ ^"^ 
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time laboring in Litchfield with Dr. Beeche; 
On hearing what had transpired at New Havei 
Dr. Beecher wrote to Dr. Taylor, and some coi 
respondence ensued. Professor Goodrich set 
his lecture to Litchfield. About that time D 
Humphrey, then pastor of the church in Pitt 
field, now President of Amherst College, haj 
pened to be there on a visit. He and Mr. Ne 
tleton examined it together, and were great) 
dissatisfied. Dr. Beecher did not approve of tli 
views expressed by Professor Goodrich and D 
Taylor ; yet in his correspondence at this tim< 
he made some concessions with w*hich Mr. Ne 
tleton was not satisfied ; and in a letter whic 
•he (Mr. N.) wrote to Dr. Taylor, he said : 

" With all my love and respect for brothei 
Taylor and Goodrich and Beecher, I must sa 
that neither my judgment, nor concience, nc 
heart, can acquiesce, and I can go with you n 
farther. Whatever you may say about infant 
for one, I do solemnly believe that God view 
and treats them in all respects, just as he woul 
do if they were sinners. To say that anima 
die, and therefore death can be no proof of si 
in infants, is to take infidel ground. The infid( 
has just as good a right to say, because anima 
die without being sinners, therefore adulis ma; 
If death may reign to such an alarming extei 
over the human race, and yet be no proof < 
sin, then you adopt the principle that death ma 
reign to any extent over the universe, and it ca 
never be made a proof of sin in any case. The 
what Paul says " Death by sin, and so deat 
passed upon all men for that all have sinned," : 
flot true. Infants die eitViei ou ^ccoxmv. o^ \.\«i 
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own sin, or the sin of Adam, or neither. Hence 
the most that Paul can mean is this, death by sin, 
if they live long enough ; if not, they shall di« 
without it. You may speculate better than;.! 
can ; but I know one thing better than you" do. 
I know better what Christian!^ "^11, and what 
they will not receive; and Wbrewarn you that 
whenever you come out, our best Christians will 
revolt. I felt a deep interest in the controversy 
between the Orthodox and Unitarians, while it 
was kept out on the open field of Total Deprav^ 
ity. Regeneration hy the Holy Spirit , Divine 
Sovereignty, and Election. For this was taking 
the enemy by the heart, and I knew who would 
conquer. But you are giving the discussion a 
bad turn, and I have Ipst all my interest in the 
subject, and do not wish my fellow sinners to 
hear it. I do fear it is a trick of the devil to 
send brother Taylor on a wild goose chase after 
what he will never find, and which if found would 
not be worth one straw." These are only short 
extracts from a long letter. The whole has not 
been preseived. This letter Mr. Nettleton read 
to Dr. Beecher. 

This was in December, 1821. Afler this Mr. 
Nettleton hali repeated private discussions with 
the brethren at New Haven, in which he express- 
ed his dissatisfaction with their peculiar views, 
and faithfully expostulated with them on the dan- 
ger of causing division among the ministers and 
churches of JNew England. And yet for several 
years it was currently reported, and extensively 
believed, that he agreed with the New Haveik 
divines, and the influence oi Vub u^vftfe Ni"Wi \5n»^^ 
ase of to give currency to iiieVt ^ec\3X\"» nv««^ 
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How unjustly this was done, is evident from thk: 
foregoing extracts. The alarm which was occik- 
sioned among the pious students, by the lecture 
of Professor Goodrich, was somewhat allayed b^ 
some explanations which he made to them, anc 
for a season the matter was in a great measure 
hushedi*- JBut Mr. Nettleton, and some others 
who were acquainted with the facts, were not 
without great solicitude. Meanwhile the Pro- 
fessorship of Didactic Theology was founded in 
Yale College, Dr. Taylor was a^fpointed Profes- 
sor, and the Theological School was organized 
in its present form in 1822. The founders of 
this Professorship, required the Professor to sign 
the following declaration : " I hereby declare my 
free assent to the Confession of Faith and Ec- 
clesiastical Discipline, agreed upon by the 
churches of the State, in the year 1708." Dr. 
Taylor signed this declaration and was inducted 
into office. The Confession of Faith here speci- 
fied is what has been denominated the Say brook 
Platform, and so far as doctrines are concerned, 
differs scarcely at all from the Confession of Faith 
of the Presbyterian Church. 

In 1826, Professor Fitch preached and pub- 
lished his discourses on the nature of sin, in 
which he advanced the position that all sin coU' 
sists in the voluntary transgression of known 
law. This was regarded by many as a virtual 
denial of original sin and native depravity as 
maintained by Calvinists. These discourses 
were reviewed by Dr. Green in the Christian Ad- 
vocate. Professor Fitch replied to the Review. 
Meanwhile young men began to issue from the 
JVew Haven school, and to pxoc\^\m>Xv^ ^v&^^'h< 
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eries of their teaeher. In this wty rery eonsid- 
erftble alarm was ereated in iiosne quarters. Stiil 
those who were diMatisiied dreaded an explosion 
which shoold hazard the peace of the churches, 
and refrained from pobli^hing their riews ; and 
aJI hope of aroidini; a public controTer*ij was not 
fiiren ap till Dr. Taylor published hi<i Concio ad 
Cleram, Some account of this, and the contro- 
rersy which it occasioned, I will gi?e you in my 
next letter. 

Yours rery. affectionately. 



LETTER II. 



Febniarf 13, lfi37, 

Mt Dear Brother : 

Dr. Taylor's " Concio ad Clerum" was preach^ 
ed in the Chapel of Yale College on the evening 
of Commencement, Sept, 10, 1828, It was soon 
after published. This was the commencement 
of the public controversy in New England, The 
object of the sermon was, to exhibit and establish 
the author's views of the doctrine of native de- 
pravity ; it was apparent from the whole strain of 
the sermon, that the preacher was conscious that 
the views which he was exhibiting were different 
from those which were commonly received. He 
attempted to demolish what he called " very com" 
moHf but groundless assumptions — assumptions 
which, so long as they are admitted and reasoned 
upon, must leave the subject involved in insuper- 
able difficulties,'' In one of his notes, after stat* 
ing the different forms of the doctrine of deprav- 
ity, which he supposed to be held by the ortho- 
dox, placing that form of it which he adopted 
lasi, he b^jb^ ** Those who reject the last form of 
it, and adopt either of the pTece^t^^ ^oiisa^ V^^ 
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it 18 hoped, favor the world with some better ar- 
guments on the eiubject than have hitherto been 
furnished.'' This was throwing down the gaunt- 
let and challenging a controversy. But I must 
give you some account of the sermon. 

The text was Eph. ii. 3 : And were by nature 
children of wrath even ax others. The doctrine 
of the text, he stated to be, '* that the entire mor- 
al depravity of man is by nature." The state- 
ment of this doctrine seemed to give promise 
that he was about to exhibit the common views 
on this subject. But in his explanations of the 
nature of depravity, and of the ftensc in which it 
is by nature, he was understood to advance prin- 
ciples utterly inconsistent with his main proposi- 
tion — principles which lead to the conclusion 
that there is in man no natural hereditary pro- 
pensity to sin, and that there was no real con* 
nexion between the sin of Adam and that of his 
posterity. Moral depravity he defines to be, "a 
man's own act, consisting of a free choice of 
some object rather than God, as his chief good ; 
or a free preference of the world and worldly 
good, to the will and glory of God." By man- 
kind being depraved by nature, he says, ** I do 
not mean that their nature is itself sinful, nor 
that their nature is the physical or efficient cause 
of their sinning; but I mean that their nature is 
the occasion or reason of their sinning; that such 
is their nature, that in all the appropriate circum- 
stances of their being, they will sin, and only 
sin." But he elsewhere maintains, that all men 
come into the world with the same nature in kind 
as thai with which Adam was cie^Aed^^xi^^VA^ 
Ae CMUJeiUM posaesaed. 
2 
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If this be true, it is certainly difficult to see 
how their nature can be in any sense the canse 
or reason of their sinning ; or how there can be 
any ^hereditary corruption of nature, or any real 
connexion between the sin of Adam and that of 
his posterity. Towards the close of the sermon, 
in reply to the inquiry, why God permitted man 
to sin, he says, *' Do you know, that God could 
have done better, better on the whole, or better, 
if he gave him existence at all, even for the indi- 
vidual himself! The error lies in the gratnitons 
assumption, that God could have adopted a mor- 
al system, and prevented all sin, or at least, the 
present degree of sin." 

This subject he resumes in a note, and pro- 
ceeds at some length, to show that the reason 
why God does not prevent all sin in the moral 
universe and make all his rational creatures holy 
and happy, is, that it is not possible for him to do 
it. He says, *' If holiness in a moral system be 
preferable on the whole to sin in its stead, why 
did not a benevolent God, were it possible to him, 
prevent all sin, and secure the prevalence of uni- 
versal holiness? Would not a moral univer^of 
perfect holiness, be happier and better than one 
comprising sin and its miseries? And must not 
infinite benevolence accomplish all the good it 
can? Would not a benevolent God then, hadii 
been possible to him in the nature of things^ have 
secured the existence of universal holiness in his 
moral kingdom ?" Again he says, ** Who does 
most reverence to God, he who supposes that 
God would have prevented all sin in his moral 
ooiVerse, bat could not ; or he who affirms that 
be could have prevented \i, Wv uould. Tk^O?^ 
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Thb note gave great diBsatisfaction, and was 
extensively regarded as a virtual denial of the 
Omnipotence, and universal Providence of God, 
and as being utterly subversive of the Calvinistic 
doctrine of the divine decrees. It called forth* 
as I shall have occasion to mention hereafter, 
the letters of Dr. Woods to Dr. Taylor, which 
were published in 1830.. This sermon was re- 
viewed by the Rev. Dr. Harvey. The reviewer 
points out what he conceives to be the peculiar- 
ities of sentiment contained in the sermon, and 
attempts to show that they are inconsistent both 
with the Bible, and with the writinirs of the stan- 
dard orthodox New Encriand divines. To this 
review a reply was published in the Christian 
Spectator, ascribed, at first, to the Rev. Dr. Por- 
ter, of Farmington, but ascertained afterwards to 
have been written principally by Professor Good- 
rich. It comprised the substance of his lecture 
to the College Students, in 1821, of which some 
notice was taken in my last letter. 

In this reply the following principles are clear- 
ly maintained, viz : That infants possess no 
moral character — that they sustain precisely the 
same relation to the moral government of God, 
as brute animals — that suffering and death are no 
more proof of sin in them than in brutes — that 
salvation by Christ in their case denotes deliver- 
ance from the future existence of sin and its con- 
sequences, and that it is proper to baptize them, 
not because they need sanctification, but because 
they will need it, if they live to become moral 
agents. The fact that all men become sinners 
is accounted for in the following m^itvwex *, *'' K. 
chi)d enters the world with a vanel^ o^ ^^^^^wr^ 
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and desires, which are generally acknowledged 
to be neither sinful nor holy. Committed in a 
state of utter helplessness to the assiduity of pa- 
rental fondness, it commences existence^ the 
object of unceasing care, watchfulness, and con- 
cession to those around it. Under such circum- 
stances it is, that the natural appetites are first 
developed, and each advancing month brings 
new objects of gratification. The obvious con- 
sequence iH, that scli-itidul<rencc becomes the 
master principle iii tlie soul of every child, long 
before it can underfttand that this self-indulgence 
will interfere with the rights, or intrench on the 
happiness of others. Thu« by repetition is the 
force of constitutional propensities accumalar 
ting a bias towards self-gratification, which be- 
comes incredibly strong, before a knowledge of 
duty or a sense of right and wrong, can possibly 
have entered the mind. That moment, the com- 
mencement of moral agency at length arrives." 

Thus the universal sinfulness of mankind is 
accounted for, not from any corruption of nature 
derived from Adam, but from the circumstances 
in which mankind are placed in early infancy. 
An able answer to this article was published, sup- 
posed to have been written by Dr. Harvey, to 
which Dr. Taylor made a short reply. The con- 
troversy thus far, was confined principally to the 
doctrine of native depravity, although the note in 
Dr. Taylor's Kermori respecting God's ability to 
prevent sin, was not pawsed over witliout due an- 
imadverHion. 

You will be intercj.sted to know what were the 

riew/t of your friend Mr. Nettleton, at this stage 

of the contr over Hy. Tht; ?c)\\oW\t\^ o.kAx^rX^\» 
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letter written by him to Dr. Beecher at thi« peri- 
od^ will give you sfime information. The 
letter in dated at EnBeld, Ma^ifi, Hcpt 18, 1829. 

** While at Amher»t, I read through Dr. Tay- 
lor of Norwich, and much of Kdwardn in reply. 
And I mijdt say, that »o far slh I understand the 
nuhject, the wintimentM of our New Haven breth- 
ren, are more in accordance with the former, 
than with the latter. And no far as the interpre- 
tation of the Bible is concerned, brother Tay- 
lor'« students, some of them at least, (whether 
they are conscious of it or not, f cannot say,) in 
everjr important particular, are fully with Dr. 
Taylor of Norwich, and at war with Edwards. 
The Reviewer of Taylor and Harvey does not 
give us the meaning of the texts which seem to 
erosA his path ; but he has adopted principles 
which are at war with all that Edwards has writ* 
ten on originai sin, and the nature of regenera^ 
tton. If the sentiments contained in that Re- 
view be correct, then Edwards wa< wrong in his 
interpretation of ^<^ text in his piece on oru 
ginat iin. Brother Taylor has not come to the 
mofi important part of his work — to give as the 
meaning of the Bible. After abandoning impti- 
tation, and what he calls physical depravity, 
we shall be compelled to adopt the sentiments 
of Dr. Taylor of Norwich, and genuine Ar- 
minianism, Cft actual iin from the commence- 
ment of the soul, or deny that infants need re- 
demption by Christ, and regeneration by the Ho- 
ly Spirit ; or if they do need redemption, it must 
be a redemption from something which is not 
sittfol in any sense, and if they ne^ reffeoetatmL^ 
it mnM be « change of somei\uii% ^xcS^Sa'm:^ 
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sinful in any sense. If the soul be innocent, it 
can be redeemed from nothing, and can nerer 
join the song of the redeemed, '' unto him that 
loved us, and washed us from our sins in his own 
blood/' If the soul be innocent, it can be 
regenerated, only for the worse. Then, if yoa 
doubt, as some are be;^inning to do, whether tbe 
soul commences at birth, would it not be idle lo 
reason about the nature of that which has no ex- 
istence. To admit the necessity of redemption 
by the blood of Christ, and of regeneration by 
the supernatural influences of the Holy Spirit, 
of something of whose nature we know nothing, 
and of whose existence we doubt, is bad philoMV 
phy as well as bad theology. I say these things 
to show that brother Taylor cannot stand where 
he is. His students, some of them at least, do 
not take the ground assumed in his printed ser- 
mon, that infants need redemption and regene- 
ration. When interrogated by ecclesiastical 
bodies, '* Have infants souls ?'' the answer 
sometimes is, '* 1 do not know.'' " Do they need 
redemption V* '' I do not know.'* " Is it prop- 
er to pray for them?" '' I do not know." ''What 
is the meaning of such and such texts V *' I do 
not know." Now I do not wonder that minis- 
ters are alarmed at the New Haven Theology. 
Interrogatories like those above will always be 
put to his students, when examined by eccle8ia»> 
tical bodies. And since the alarm occasioned 
by the recent publications, I anticipate that min- 
isters will be better prep^ired, more critical and 
sensitive than ever, on all these points. And if 
'^ Taylor cannot furnish his pupils with plain 
wen, and answers^ too, tViaX «\i^ ca^tbc^ 
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with his printed sermon, I think they will be in a 
worse predicament than ever. 

" I have just received the last number of the 
Christian Spectator, and Harvey's and Taylor's 
pamphlets, issued on commencement day. I have 
read them through, but have not time or room 
to give my thoughts on paper. Harvey has 
adopted nearly my views, and Taylor in some 
places admits, and then again rejects them. Now 
** he admits that infants are sinners from their 
birth," p. 30 ; and this is in perfect accordance 
with his admission that they have souls — '' need 
redemption by Christ" — ''Regeneration by the 
Holy Spirit." And now why hesitate to admit 
that death in their case is ** by sin ?" But this he 
will not admit, but tries to evade it, and to prove 
their innocence refers to Deut. i. 39 : " Moreover, 
your little ones which ye said should be a prey, 
and your children, which in that day had no 
knowledge between good and evil, they shall go 
in thither." These *' little ones and children" 
were all from twenty years old and under. See 
Num. xxxii. 11. They were not summoned to 
the field of battle, to go up and take possession * 
of Canaan, and hence it is said, they '' had no 
knowledge between good and evil," quoad hoe. 
If that proves any thing to brother Taylor's pur- 
pose, it proves that all mankind under twenty 
years of age, are not moral agents, and are, of 
eourae, innocent. He quotes, also, and so does 
Professor Stuart, Jonah, iv. 11. I have formerly 
heard these same texts quoted for the same pur- 
pose by Methodists, and other Arminians, and I 
feel disposed to give the old anawex. \. \\.^%x>x% 
proof that they were infants. %. ^^ C^tccwox. ^\%- 
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eern between ibeir right band and their left'' i«a 
proverbial exnttttmlon, denoting gi'^ftt ignoranee 
m adulta^ ana i« no wliere applied to inuntu* 9. 
It ia incredible that Ninevab abould contain 
120,000 infanta. 4. It would better accord with 
the l>ook of Jonah, and with ou^ I»rd'a account 
of their ignorance, t/i admit that the J20,000 em- 
braced the entire population wh/; repf;nted at the 
preaching of Jonah, and thai the citv waa apar^ 
on account of tb/;ir ri^pentance^ ana not for the 
aake of infanta, thua making void their repeo* 
iance/' 

We have now arrii^ed at a period in the biatorjr 
of the New llaren apeculationa when the dia- 
aatiafaction became quite eatenaive« Several 
erenta occurred in the courae of thia year, which 
it will be important to notice, and of which I will 
give joa aome account in my neat letter, 

Youra, verjr aflSE^tionatelj* 



LETTER III, 



• Fehruarj 17, IfflT. 

Mt Dear Brother: 

In the year 1829, while the controversy men- 
tioned in my last letter was going on, a series of 
articles was published in the Christian Spectator, 
on the Means of Regeneration, purporting to be 
a Review of Dr. Spring's dissertation on that 
subject. In these articles, which were written 
by Dr. Taylor, the writer maintains, that antece- 
dent to regeneration, the selfish principle is sus- 
pended in the sinner's heart, and that then, 
prompted by self-love, he uses the means of regen- 
eration with motives that are neither sinful nor 
holy. The manner in which the subject is dis- 
cussed, seemed to many, to be utterly inconsis- 
ent with the views commonly entertained by the 
orthodox on this fundamental doctrine of the 
Christian faith. Mr. Nettleton, in his letter to 
Dr. Beecher, an extract from which was inserted 
in my last letter, says in reference to this subject: 

" As to Dr. Taylor's last piece on the means 
of regeneration, it seems to me that he has 
turned the thing bottom upwards. In his des- 
cription of the means of regeueift.lvon^Vv^'wvOcvi^^'^ 
the exercisea or evidences of a tvevj V^vtv.. '^V^ 
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carnal mind, which is enmity against God, ; 
pends all its enmity, and selfishness, and sin, 
then goes to work on the principle of self-h 
How long the sinner continues in this stati 
neutrality he does not inform us. But no t 
ter ; the sinner does not use the means of a ] 
heart until the old heart is gone, and he is 
state favorably disposed, like the prodigal 
after hp came to himself. No sinner ever 
what brother Taylor considers as using the mc 
of regeneration, until God had first regenen 
him. The distinction between supreme sell 
ness and self-love, in the impenitent, exists c 
in theory, never in matter of fact. Suppoi 
sinner should go to brother Taylor and add 
him as follows : ' I have always been dissatis 
with the old doctrine of the entire sinful nes 
the doings of the unregenerate, and there: 
have done nothing to make a new heart ; 
when I saw your views I was pleased ; I fo 
that I was right, that sin could never be 
means of holiness, but that the exercise of i 
love might be. Accordingly, I have suspen 
all my selfishness, and have not committed a 
gle sin for some time past, and have been to w 
on your plan, from a desire for happiness, < 
principle of self-love. Thus I have made n 
new heart' How would Dr. Taylor be plei 
with such an account. To me it sounds '. 
the talk of a Pharisee. No sinner ever sus[ 
ded his selfishness, until subdued by divine gr; 
The carnal mind, the enmity against God, 
heart of stone, remains, until slain, subdued 
taken away, by the Holy Spirit." 
This letter was wriUen Se^\.,\^,\^'^^- "^^ 
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numbers of the treatise on the means of regene- 
ration had then been published. A fourth num- 
ber appeared in December, designed to obviate 
objections, containing some statements which, 
in the view of many, were utterly inconsistent 
with what had been published in the previous 
numbers. t)r. Porter, of Andover, speaking of 
this in a letter to a friend, says : 

" Dr. Taylor's closing number on means, was 
a designed modification of the former ones, 
partly at the suggestion of Dr. Beecher. The 
latter told him that he had employed terms badly 
in speaking of the * suspension of selfishness.' 
All that Dr. Taylor means, said he to me, is that 
' the carnal mind is held in check, or does not 
actf and not that it is extinct.' 'While this car- 
nal mind is thus checked, has it moral qualities?' 
said I. ' Doubtless,' he replied. ' Is it sinful, 
or holy, or neither V (Pause.) * The man is 
doubtless a sinner,' said he. 'Can one who pug- 
naciously and ostentatiously maintains that {dl 
sin consists in (zction, maintain too that a carnal 
mind is sinful when its action has ceased V (No 
reply.) " 

These articles on the means of regeneration, 
created serious alarm in the minds of many 
ministers, and were the foundation of the con- 
troversy between Dr. Taylor and Dr. Tyler, 
which commenced near the close of the year 
1829. But before I proceed to give an account 
of this controversy, I will mention some events 
which occurred previously in the course of this 
year. In May, 1829, Dr. Porter wrote hv&Ux\«t 
to Dr. Beecher, which has been leCi^TkXX.'^ \>\)^ 
&Aed, and wbieb you have lieeii. '^'^^ ^^^"^ 
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Bc^icitude expressed in that letter, in view oft 
new theological speculations which were comi 
up in New England, was not confined to hi 
but existed in the minds of many of his bre 
ren. In October, of the same year, he U 
wrote to a friend : 

'' From some remarks which were dropp 
when you and brother Humphrey were in i 
study, I have supposed that both you and he h{ 
much the same views of Dr. Taylor's speculat 
theory that I have. That he was very muchd 
satisfied last May, I know from his strong dec 
rations; and his disquietude, I presume, cam 
have been diminished by the subsequent chari 
ter of the Christian Spectator. Since that tii 
too, I have known that such men as the Prim 
ton Professors, Dr. Spring, Dr. Porter of Cat 
kill, Dr. Hyde of Lee, Dr. Richards of Auburn, I 
Griffin, &c., are seriously dissatisfied. Withe 
time to enter into particulars, my difficulty is, tl 
his note to his sermon, the Concio ad Clerum, 1 
yiews of native depravity, of means and regei 
ration, are virtually Arminian ; at least, they « 
be so understood as to bring up a race of you 
preachers thoroughly anti-Calvinistic. The spi 
besides, is like the he-goat of Daniel, bold a 
pushing — impatient of inquiry, or hesitation 
other men. Now, what is to be done 1 Sh 
we sustain our Calvinism, or see it run down 
the standard of Methodists, and laxer men ? 
is time that a note ' of remonstrance be strui 
up somewhere.' " 

It has been currently reported in some qui 

tera, that aiJ the dissatisfaction with the N< 

HtLwcB Tiieology, has been pTodnLCcAX^^I im 
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iperings, and rumors set afloat by one or two 
riduals who were personal enemies to Dr. 
lor. No representation could be more untrue. 
> were the men that in 1829 were seriously 
itisfied? Dr. Porter has mentioned the 
es of a few. Many others of similar char- 
r might be added to the list. And were 
e men personal enemies to Dr. Taylor 1 Or 
they form their opinions of his theology from 
ing rumors ? No, their dissatisfaction was 
result of a candid and careful perusal of his 
ings, and those of his associates. 
1 September of this year, a little previous to 
date of the letter from which the above ex- 
t is taken, (at the time of the anniversary at 
over,) a Conference was held at the house 
>r. Porter, between the New Haven Divines 
several other ministers of distinction, with a 
', if possible, of coming to a friendly under- 
ding, and of preventing the necessity of any 
ler public controversy. It was fondly hoped 
explanations might be given, and concessions 
e which would relieve the minds of those 
were dissatisfied. At this meeting were 
ent. Dr. Taylor and Professor Goodrich from 
r Haven, Dr. Beecher, the Andover Profes- 
, Dr. Church, Dr. Spring, Dr. Cogswell, 
Nettleton, Dr. Hewit, and some others whose 
es I am not now able to specify. The re- 
of this interview was not as happy as some 
anticipated. The explanations of the New 
en brethren so far from removing the dissat^ 
^tion which existed, served rather to increase 
That the mind of Dr. PoTlei n««a hqX. ^ ^ 
red, is evident from the \eUet %LO\a '«\^'^ 
3 
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the above extract ifl taken, and which was written 
only a few days after the interview. It is known 
that others who were present felt as he did. 
They were fully convinced that a public contro- 
versy couJd not be avoided. As much as they 
dreaded the evil connected with such a contro- 
versy, it was their solemn conviction that they 
were called upon by the great head of the Church 
to take an open and decided stand against these 
speculations, and to contend earnestly for the 
faith once delivered to the saints. Dr. Woods 
at this time came to the determination to publish 
his letters to Dr. Taylor. 

Shortly after this interview, Mr. Nettleton, be- 
ing at Andover, dropped a line to Dr. Beecher, 
requesting him to invite the orthodox ministers 
of Boston to meet at his house, at a given time, 
as he wished very much to see them. At the 
time appointed he was there. Ife stated to bis 
brethren that he was about to leave New England 
for the South, and that as r(?ports were in circu- 
lation that he accorded in sentiment with the 
New Haven divines, and the influence of his 
name was thus made use of to give currency to 
their peculiar views ; he wished them distinctly 
to understand that he did not adopt those views 
and never had adopted them ; and that he should 
feel it to be his duty on all suitable occasions, to 
bear his testimony against them, lie said that 
such were his convictions of the tendency of 
those views to corrupt revivals and produce 
spurious conversions, that if all New England 
should go over, he should prefer to stand done, 
and he requested his bTelhTevi \.o tMLke knowc 
hia views as they had oppoilumVi,>^^»x.>Ei^A\ 
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migbi Dcrt be made u»e of to sanction sentimentj 
trbieh he did not, and c^>nld not receive* Mr. 
Erarti, and Dr, Cornelius were at thin meetings 
and entered fully into the riewMof Mr, Nettleton, 
Wbat course iJr, Bf^cber pursued at this time^ 
Mnd at some other time**^ I may perhaps bare oc- 
casion to mention in a future letter. 

I hare mentionerJ that the controversy be- 
tween l>r. Taylor and Dr, Tyler commenced the 
latter part of this year. Dr. Tyler whh at this 
time pastor of a Church in Portland, (Me«) He 
was a native of Connecticut, and npeni the first 
part of his pastoral life in that Htate, during 
which time l)r, Taylor was one of his intimate 
friends* lie had been abs<;nt from the State 
about nine years, and althou{(h be had heard of 
the dissatisfaction which existfrd in Connecticut 
and elsewhere, in rej^ard Ut l)r. Taylor's Theo- 
ogical views^ be was inclinf^l to believe that it 
was in a great measure groundless, Jn the sum- 
mer of l^20i he visit4;d iUmunrAicni and collect- 
ed all the pamphb.'ts which ba/J l>een published 
in relation t/# this controversy. On bis return to 
Portlan/J, be sat donn to a careful examination 
of what bad been published. The result was a 
full c^mviction that the New Ifaven brethren hail 
wAopU'A opinions which were erroucffun and of 
dangerous tendency. The state of bis mind at 
this time will 1>#: wren from the follouinc extract 
of a letter to a friend, d?ited CVt, H, l?*/29', 

''Will you Iwrjieve it. when your letter arrived, 
I was poring over tb/; S*'M- llaien Divinity, as I 
bare l^^en for N;veral 'Jays pa9l. I should like to 
read to you some remarks wli'ic>V\ \ \\^\v. >«i\\.\tovv 
<w Iffoiher Taylor* n Review of \>t . ^v^^^^^* ' Wvwv 
fietiewhm crperted uiy eyc«, V,u\^>^ V '^^ >?;ivvaN.- 
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ly mistaken, there is much error in that Review; 
and the error regards principles of the first im- 
portance. When I was in Connect icat, I had 
not thought much on the controverted points, and 
I was disposed to regard them, as of but little 
practical importance. But since I returned 
home I have carefully read what has been pal>' 
lished, and have come to the very conclusion 
which you have expressed in your letter that 
* there is a radical departure from our views of 
the great doctrines of the Bible.' These breth- 
ren cannot stand where they are. They are at- 
tempting to strike out a middle course between 
Calvinism and Arminianism, but they must go 
over to the one side or the other. Now whit 
shall be done ? What was the result of the con- 
sultation at Andover ? Is the thing to be hushed, 
or is there to be a public discussion? I hare 
been exceedingly distressed for a f«w weeks past 
in reflecting on this subject. What is to become 
of New England? Must we fight over the bat- 
tles of former generations? And that too with 
brethren in whom we have had the highest confi- 
dence, and with whom we have long acted in 
concert." 

About this time Dr. Tyler wrote to Dr. Tay- 
lor, and expressed with great frankness all bis 
fears. Several letters passed between them ; but 
the explanations of Dr. Taylor so far from re- 
lieving his mind, increased his dissatisfaction; 
and he finally consented at the earnest solicitt- 
tion of several of his brethren, to publish hit 
strictures on Dr. l^aylor's treatise on the meani 
of regenersLtion, Some accouut of this contio- 
vers/, I will give you in my Tie^\.\e\x«t, 
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Febraaiy 31, 1837. 

Mt Dear Baother: 

Dr. Tyler published his Strictures, Dec. 1829. 
He says in his Preface : 

"The writer of the following Strictures is 
conscious of no unfriendly feelings towards the 
conductors of the Christian Spectator ; and es- 
pecially towards the individual who is generally 
known to be the writer of the Review. He has 
ever regarded him with the highest respect, and 
cherished towards him the warmest sentiments of 
personal friendship. Until recently, he has bad 
the fullest confidence in the general correctness 
of his theological views. But recent publica- 
tions, and particularly the articles noticed in the 
following sheets, have produced the conviction, 
that in some things he has swerved from the faith 
of our Pilgrim fathers. Not that he has formally 
denied any one doctrine of the orthodox system, 
but, it is believed, that in his statements and ex- 

J^lanations, he has adopted principles, which will 
ead, by inevitable consequence, to the denial of 
important doctrines, and that\\\ss^ec\x\^>A.Q^^^'^ 
9* 
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tives which are neither sinful nor holj. An 
ultimate regard to our own happiness, according 
to him, is not selfishness, but self-love, a principle 
by which all moral beings of whatever character, 
are actuated. He says, indeed, *^ Of all specific 
voluntary action, the happiness of the agent, in 
some form, is the ultimate end ;" thus confound- 
ing as Dr. Tyler shows, all distinction between 
holiness, and sin, making both proceed from the 
same principle of action. 

In regard to the suspension of the selfish prin- 
ciple. Dr. Tyler asks, '^ But how is the selfish 
principle suspended? Is it suspended by the 
interposition of God, or by an act of the sinner ? 
Not by the interposition of God, for, if I under- 
stand the Reviewer, he supposes that those men- 
tal acts which constitute using the means of re- 
generation, precede the act of divine interposi- 
tion. Besides, if God !)y an act of his grace, 
suspends the selfish principle, what is this but 
regeneration 1 Does the sinner while under the 
control of supreme selfishness, and consequently 
from a selfish motive resolve not to be selfish. 
This would seem to represent selfishness as divid- 
ed against itself, ' an absurdity sufiiciently palpa- 
ble to silence even Jewish cavilling.' Is the 
selfish principle suspended without any act of the 
mind ? What is the cause of this wonderful 
phenomenon? Or has it no cause? Is it an 
accident which may, or may not happen, and 
which, nevertheless must happen in regard to 
every one of the human race before he can be 
regenerated ?" 

He elsewhere shows that there \% vsA.^ tsA 
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cannot be, any such thing as the suspension c 
the selfish principle in the unrenewed heart. 

'' It is admitted/' he says, ** that there is n 
holiness in man antecedent to regeneratioi 
Consequently, there is no lore to God, and n 
true benevolence. By what principle then, is tfa 
sinner actuated ? By self-love, it is said. But i 
it possible that the sinner while destitute of lot 
to God, and of every spark of genuine benevc 
lence, should love himself at all and not lov 
himself supremely ? What other object does ^ 
regard more than self? Not God, nor the ha| 
piness of the universe. What other object do< 
he regard at all ? Nothing, except as it tends t 
promote his ultimate end, viz. his own happinesi 
This is his sole object of pursuit. This fills a 
his eye, and engrosses all his thoughts and all b; 
purposes. To this he is supremely devotei 
Consequently he is supremely selfish. It is ia 
possible to conceive of a being more so. Evei 
moral being destitute of benevolence, and acti 
ated by sel&love, is necessarily a selfish bein^ 
According to this supposition, self-love is tk 
governing principle of his mind, and if this do< 
not constitute selfishness, it is impossible to coi 
ceive of any thing which can constitute it. T 
suppose therefore, selfishness to be suspended i 
the natural heart, and self-love to exist and opa 
ate, is to suppose an absolute impossibility. 1 
one is suspended, the other must be also." 

After exhibiting fully Dr. Taylor's theory, Di 
Tyler proposes seven queries, which are intendf 
to present in a single view its legitimate con 
9aences. His first query is, ^' Whether acoo 
lag' to Dr, Taylor's representalioua^ le^eiiexti 
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is not a gradual and progressive work V* The 
second, ** Whether the theory in question does 
not involve the inconsistency of supposing that 
the heart is changed antecedent to regeneration V 
The third, " What becomes of the sinner's con- 
viction of sin, while using the means of regene- 
ration V The fourth, " Whether the theory in 
question, does not dispense with the necessity of 
divine influence in regeneration?" The fifth, 
"Whether Dr. Taylor does not represent the 
sinner as laboring under a natural inability to do 
his duty?" The sixth, "Whether. he does not, 
in effect, deny the doctrine of sovereign and dis- 
tinguishing grace?" The seventh, "Whether 
this theory, if drawn out in detail, and inculcated 
by the teachers of religion, has not a direct ten- 
dency to stifle conviction of sin, and produce 
spurious conversions?" 

The strictures were reviewed in the Christian 
Spectator, by Dr. Taylor. Dr. Tyler published 
a vindication of the strictures. There was a 
very brief notice of the vindication in the Spec- 
tator, with an intimation that it might be fol- 
lowed by a more extended review. But that 
review has never appeared. 

To give you an idea of the impression made 
apon some minds by this discussion, I quote the 
following extract from a letter of Dr. Porter, 
dated Charleston (S. C.) May 1, 1830. 

" A letter from brother Stuart, soon after I 
left you, had this passage. * Dr. Tyler has pub- 
Hshed his pamphlet which has made an end of 
the matter as to brother Taylor's regeneration 
by self-love — a full end. Thexe *\^ wo \^\^\m^ 
ion. All the fog is blown awa.^, ^udva^Xv^^He ^ 



34 ORIGIN AND PROGRESS 

last, a clear and sheer regeneration of the natural 
man by himself, stimulated by self-love, made 
out to be the scheme of brother Taylor. There 
is no getting aside of it.' I quote this because 
it accords so perfectly with my own views, and 
because brother Stuart has been claimed by Dr. 
Taylor, as on his side. 

" I take it for granted that Professor Stuart can 
have no objections that the above extract be seen, 
because it perfectly accords with what he has ex- 
pressed in conversation to many individuals, aad 
because I presume he is willing that his views 
should be known ; especially since the influence 
of his name has been so extensively employed to 
give sanction to sentiments, which he not only 
does not believe, but rejects with abhorrence." 

In the same letter from which the above w 
extracted, Dr. Porter thus speaks of the reply to 
Dr. Tyler's strictures, "On returning to this 
city, I find in the Spectator for March, Dr. Tay- 
lor's review of Dr. Tyler's strictures, and thoo^ 
I can hardly say I am disappointed, I am troubled 
in spirit at the character of this review. I am 
sorry to see a temper in some respects so excep- 
tionable! Indeed, I am completely nonplussed to 
see what Dr. Taylor would be at. He began 
writing avowedly to correct what he thought com- 
mon errors of our theologians : and next he sap- 
ports his own views by quoting these theologiaoB 
as concurrinor in sentiment with himself. If Dr. 
Taylor is radically wrong, it is a great evil. If 
he is right, and yet uses language, so as to lead 
others wrong in their own system, or wrong i» 
their views of his, it is still a great evil. Wh 
can be done with a man wV\o vi\\\ Vvxtiv \i^^\i 



OP NEW HAVEN THEOLOCiY. 35 

tt erery corner, with *you mistake my mean- 
ing f I answer, let him be candidly, kindly, 
ahd iolemuly pressed farther. His views of self- 
love cannot stand inquiry. If is true benevolence 
—love to God — in its most elementary form, is 
what? Regard to one's own happiness. Fuller 
in his ' Gospel its own witncsH,' shows this to be 
an infidel sentiment; and Sniallcy shows that 
■atan is innocent, if an ultimate regard to self, is 
no sin/' 

In his published letters on Revivals of Reli- 
gion, Dr. Porter has some exc(*ilent remarks on 
this subject. J have room only for a short 
extract. After quoting two or three passages 
from Dr. Taylor's Treatise on the means of re- 
generation he says, *' This language certainly is 
not so precise as one could wish, but it seems un- 
avoidable to understand it as meaning, that re- 
gard to hiH own happiness is the primary and 
proper spring of action in every man ; that his 
moral character is determined solely by the object 
of his choice, or his estimate of his own inter- 
ests as correct or incorrect ; that if he chooses 
the world as his chief good, from self-love, he is 
an unholy man ; but if he chooses God from 
self-love, he is a regenerate man. And by that 
voluntary act, in which he first prefers God to the 
world, from regard to his own interest, he be- 
comes regenerate. Any man may use language 
io as not to express his own meaning. But de- 
liberately to admit that self-love must be the 
primary ground of moral affection, is to super- 
cede all intelligent discussion, about regeneration^ 
or any of the kindred doctrinea ot ^i^c^. T>n\% 
ime principle aweeps the w\vo\e vn^^^ ^V«i«k 
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remains no radical distinction of character be* 
tween the saint and the sinner. The most de- 
praved individual on earth, or even among apos- 
tate spirits, doubtless is the centre of his affec- 
tions. And though he may have perverted views 
of his own interest, he means notwithstanding 
to act, and does act, from a primary regard to 
himself. And if this is the highest principle of 
action to a holy being, then an angel and a devil 
stand on the same ground as to moral character; 
(in other words) there is no distinction between 
holiness and sin. Besides, this theory would 
split the moral system into as many jarring parts 
with as many centres of ' primary' affections as 
it contains individuals. It would set every moral 
agent at variance with every other moral agent, 
and with God himself. Whereas the simple pre- 
cept» ' Thoa shalt love the Lord thy God with 
all thy heart' — sets up another standard in every 
bosom. It establishes a common centre of mor* 
al affection to the universe of moral agents, and 
binds the hearts of all to each other, and to the 
throne of Jehovah." 

I have made free use of the thoughts of Dr. 
Porter, because he was extensively known and 
highly esteemed at the South ; and because, in 
his theological views, . he may be regarded as t 
fair representative of a large portion of the min- 
isters of New England. 1 propose in my next 
letter, to give you some account of the contro^ 
versy between Dr. Woods and Dr. Taylor. 

Yours very affectionately. 



LETTER V, 



h^AR BftOTHCS: 

Woods published his letters to Dr. Tajlor 
N)« These letters were occasioned by the 
oDr. Taylor's Concio ad Clerum, in which 
nnpts to account for the existence of siii^ 
fpontng that its prevention in a moral ty^ 
\ impossible to God. 

lb nrst letter, he makes §ome remarks ob 
roper manner of conducting theologleal 
Miion, the duty and responsibility of Tmfh 
i Troft^nnotn, the danger of giving too much 
fience to philosophical speculations in mal- 
r religion, and the importance of conforin- 
incUy to the word of QoA, In the second 
be attempts to asceAain the ptecine mean- 
f Dr. Taylor's language. He understaikb 
i) maintain these two positions^ ''FlrH: 
nn i$ not the neee§»ary nuan§ tjthe gr$M» 
odi and at tuch, $o far Oi it etistt, Umi §m 
fkoUf preferable to koUne$§ in Hi iUmL 
id. That in a moral iif item, Chd uM n^t 
ft ol/nnffMr the pre$eniikfgHt9J ^XV 

4 
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the third letter, he considers the question wheth' 
er there is any thing in the nature of moral 
agency which renders it impossihle for God to 
prevent sin, and shows that Dr. Taylor's theory 
implies the independence of moral agents. On 
this point he Sfiys : 

'* You hold that such is the nature of moral 
agency, that it was utterly impossible for God to 
prevent its perversion ; that if moral beings ex- 
isted, it was unavoidable that some of them should 
sin ; and that Omnipotence itself could not exert 
an influence upon them sufficient to prevent this. 
Let God create moral beings any way he pleases; 
let him place them in the most favorable circum- 
Btances, exert upon them the highest possible in- 
fluence, and extend over them the most constant 
and most powerful protection ; let him watch 
them with his Omniscient eye, and shield then 
with his Omnipotent arm ; still, according to year 
theory, they will, at least some of them, fall into 
sin. You think there is in moral agency itself, a 
power so resistless, that it is impossible for God 
himself, however strong may be his desire, to 
prevent, the existence, or even the present degree 
of sin." 

In the fourth letter, he shows that God has a 
perfect control over *the minds of all rationil 
creatures, without in the least degree impairing 
their moral freedom. He also refutes the asser- 
tion of Dr. Taylor, that the common theory 
limits the goodness of God. In the fiflh letter, 
he continues his examination of Dr. Taylor's 
reasoning from the nature of moral agency, and 
Mhows that to prevent the peivciaion of moril 
^encjr, IB not necessaxW^ lo Ae«XTO>| \x.. Vdl '^ 
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letter he adduce.^ direct proof that God i.s able 
to convert more sinrierM than are converted. 1. 
From his Omnipotence. 2. From what he ha:$ 
done. 3. From the requisition of prayer. 4. 
From the representation of scripture, tliat God 
converts men accordin;^ to /i/s will or pkasitrr. 

In the sixth letter, he considers the question 
whether God could hnvo secured the holiiioss of 
any moral bein;r wiMiout the inniH:ncc of moral 
evil. He also attempts to ascertain the nieanintr 
of the position that sin is the. necessary rrnans of 
the greatest good, and in what sense it is true. 
Not that sin is good in its own nature and ten- 
dency, but that it is so overruled and counteract- 
ed as to be made to sub.serve a benevolent end. 
In the seventh letter, he answers the objection of 
Dr. Taylor, that if sin is, on the whole, for the 
best, it is our duty to sin, and God cannot be 
ftincere in forbidding it. He repels the insinua- 
tion that the orthodox consider sin as ** excellent 
in its nature and relations." On this point he 
says: 

" Now Dear Brother, who holds the opinion 
which you here oppose and contrast with your 
own? Who amonjr all the ministers and friends 
of Christ, especially among the orthodox minis- 
ters and christians in this country, ever enter- 
tained an opinion so impious and shocking as 
that God considered sin as * errellent in its nature, 
and relations, or purposed it as such. Huch a 
sentiment, I am bold to say, can be found in no 
orthodox writer, and must be instantly repelled 
by eviity pious heart. Why then, I ask, do you 
Use language which certainly implies, lU^l \.Vv\& 
^jpinion is bald by ihom from \v\vou\ ^ow i\\^wt^ 
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If you mean to coQvey this impression, then 
am constrained to say, that no calumniator i 
the orthodox ever charged them more injoi 
ously." 

lu the eighth and last letter, he considers tl 
practical influence of Dr. Taylor's theory, as 
affects our views of the power of God — the blea 
edness of God — the system of his works — tl 
extent of his dominion — the happiness of tl 
good — submission — sprayer — and dependence c 
divine grace. He then closes with a friendly e 
postulation with Dr. Taylor, in regard to his spe 
ulations generally. I should be glad to quo 
largely from this letter, but I have rooni only f< 
a few brief extracts. 

He says, ** The unqualified language wUc 
you sometimes employ respecting the natur 
state, the free will and powers of man, the natiu 
and necessity of divine influence, the iqanner i 
regeneration, and other points alluded to, is not 
apprehend, in accordance either with the letters 
the spirit of Hevelation, and will have an unpn 
pitious influence upon the characters of ma 
QDOQ revivals of religion, and upon the interes 
of the church. But on these subjects I won) 
not enlarge at present, as I have intended I 
give my views respecting tHem more fully i 
another way. But, my brother, you cannot sun 
ly think it strange, that serious disquietude an 
darm should exist among us, in consequence i 
what you have published in relation to these mil 
jects. For you well know that Calvinists, thoag 
not afraid of free discussion, are sincerely WB 
Srmly attached to tV\e\T ;iTV\c\e^ c^^ ^-^\\.\v^ and il 
^ot apt to be carried ^vboux >n\\>ev \N\^ ^^tasBis 
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>n8 of Others. Whether right or wrong, 
ive been accustomed to conflider the con- 
rsy which early arose in the Church between 
'rthodox and Pela/a^ians, and which after the 
'cnation, was continued between the La- 
ns and Calvinistn on one side, and the At^ 
lUS or Remonstrants on the other, as of rad* 
nnportance. 

(low how would you expect us to feel, and 
our convictions, how ought we to feel, when 
ther who has professed to be decidedly or- 
»x, and has had our entire confidence, and is 
d at the head of one of our theological 
>ls, makes an attack upon several of the artt- 
»f our faith, and employs language on the sutn 
>f moral agency, free will, depravity, divine 
^ncc, &c., which is so like the language of 
.nians and Pelagians, that it would require 

labor to discover the difference ? And how 
d it be natural for us to feel, when such a 
ler adopts, on Hovcrnl controverted subjects, 
inguage and the opinions which have been 
ted by the Unitarians ; and when we find 
Unitarians themselves understand him as ar- 
1^ with them, and making such argument a 
set of exultation ? Would it not betray an 
Terence and remissness in us, which you 
d think unaccountable, if such things ex* 

no solicitude in us respecting the cause 
h ought ever to be dearest to our hearts t" 
[ have not adverted to this noticeable agree* 
: in phraseology, and in reasoning between 
ind those I have mentioned, for the ^^sx^om^ 
igmatizing your theory, ox wk pxoo^ ^"^Xv. 
oneouB. " 
4* 
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" Bat when we find yon, on several interesting 
points, siding with these sects against the orthi^ 
dox, siding too with Dr. John Taylor against 
Edwards, on some of the main questions at issue 
between them, and when, in addition to this, wt 
find you on some points coinciding so nearly 
with the views of the French Philosophers, and 
shall I say, on other points, throwing out the very 
objections which we have so often heard from 
cavillers against orthodoxy, it would certainly 
be strange, if none of our sensibilities were 
touched, and no concern or fear excited within 
US in regard to the tendency of your speculfr- 
tions. i acknowledge that on this subject, we 
may be mistaken, and that our fear may be 

Soundless. And we will be anxiously looking 
r evidence to satisfy us that it is so. To such 
evidence, we will open every avenue to our un- 
derstandings and our hearts. 

" But I feel myself constrained to say, that the 
theory which you adopt, in contradistinction to 
the common theory, appears to me, generally, so 
far as 1 understand it, to be unscriptural, and of 
dangerous tendency. And the more I examine 
it, the farther I am from being satisfied with it 
Ajud this is the case with the orthodox communi- 
ty to an extent, as I have reason to think, far 
beyond your apprehension. Compared with the 
whole body of Ck>ngregational and Presbjrterian 
ministers, there are very few who embrace yoor 
opinions ; and though my knowledge may be de- 
fectife, yet among all the Professors of our The- 
ological Seminaries and Presidents of our Col- 
/e^ges, I do not know of on^, yiViq^ n\«w% coin- 
cide with yours. 
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" But althoagh sach has been the case with roe 
and my brethren in the same office generally, we 
have been alow, perhaps too slow, to make a pub- 
lie declaration of our dissent. So far have we 
been from acting the part of assailants, that we 
have been very reluctant to come even to the 
work of self-defence.^* " In the mean time, you 
and your associates have been intent upon your 
object, and by preaching and conversation, and 
pamphlets, especially by a popular periodical, 
have been zealously laboring to propagate your 
tenets. At length, in conformity with the wishes 
of many, far and near, I have been induced to 
unite with those respected ministers who have 
preceded me, not, be it remembered, in making 
an attack on you, as has been very incautiously 
said, but in repelling your attack upon us and 
oor brethren, and in defending our common and 
long established faith against what we conceive 
to be innovation and error. 

" I most heartily regret the introduction of a 
controversy, which may turn off the minds of 
many from the great interests of religion, fill our 
Cbarches with strife, and hinder the spread of 
the Gospel. But for the evils of such a contro- 
versy, who is responsible ?'' "-If after all the ef- 
forta 1 have made, I have misapprehended the 
tme sense of the passages in your sermon, to 
which I have attended, I shall hope for such 
eiplanations from you, as will effectually correct 
my mistake. And you will keep in mind, that 
(he mistake, if there is one, exists among your 
readers extensively. Do you not owe it then to 
tbepubJic, to give a clear, uu^inXyv^viow'^, "^zsA 
fiiU exhibition of the peculiai'iViesi o( ^o^^ v)«x««i. 
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80 that there may no longer be anj complaint of 
obscurity, or any suHpicion of concealment." 

'* If it be true that your fiystem agrees with 
that of Edwards and Dw'ight and New England 
ministers generally, the public should be satis- 
fied of this. Or if a new system is to be intro- 
duced, and a new sect formed, with a new name, 
and new measures to extend itself, and a new 
and separate interest ; then the public ought to 
ha?e the means of understanding exactly what 
the new system is, and what is to be the new sect 
The difficulty lies not at all between you and me, 
personally, but between you, and the Christian 
community. And if you will in any way satisiV 
them that you do not entertain the views which 
have been imputed to you ; if you will satisfy 
them, that you agree in your doctrinal belief, as 
you profess to do, with Edwards and Dwight; I 
and others shall have nothing more to do, but to 
signify our joy, that our mistake has been cor- 
rected, and our entire confidence in yoa raster* 
ed ; and so the whole matter may come at once 
to a happy termination/' 

These letters were read with deep interest by 
the ministers of New England ; and were exten- 
sively regarded as a complete refutation of the 
theory of Dr. Taylor. They were also admired 
for the candor and Christian spirit by which tliej 
were signally characterised. Such, however, wsf 
not the judgment passed upon them by the Nef 
Haven divines. In their review of them in tb 
Christian Spectator, they speak of them as bein 
BJIed with evasions and misrepresentations, ar 
M being pervaded by a *^ ^TAOtitii 'v\c\N\VVt 
^Aieh is ** without a paiaWeV \n out CiVvxxi^* 
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the last thirty years." It may be interesting to 
know the opinion of an impartial critic on the 
other side of the Atlantic. Dr. John Pye Smith, 
in the London Eclectic Review, afler speaking 
in high commendation of the reasoning of Dr. 
Woods, in these letters, adds, ''The soundness 
of Dr. Woods' argument, so far as it is opposed 
to the theory of Dr. Taylor, is not the only merit 
which these letters possess. They afford an ex- 
cellent example of the close and pressing pursuit 
of an antagonist, without (as we can perceive) 
the slightest improper feeling. There is no 
vaunting, no contempt ; there are no anathemas, 
and no imputations ; but many serious, and sea- 
sonable cautions, the fruit of experience and 
soiind piety, addressed to one who, as it seems, 
although a teacher, has much to learn of that 
wisdom which should belong to men in responsi- 
ble stations." 

In the same number of the Christian Specta- 
tor, which contained the review of Dr. Woods' 
letters, there was a review of Bellamy's Treatise 
on the Wisdom of God in the Permission of Sin, 
in which the writer attempts to show, that Dr. 
Bellamy maintained the theory of Dr. Taylor ; 
whereas it was the express object of that treatise 
to overthrow this very theory. This misrepre- 
sentation or perversion of the sentiments of the 
venerable dead, is not among the least grounds 
of oofnplaint against the New Haven divmcs. 

Yours affectionately. 



LETTER VI. 



Febnitty 0, 1877. 

My Dear Brother : 

In the early part of the year 18S2, Dr. Hawef* 
of Hartford, addressed a letter to Dr. Taylor, 
informing him that there were suspicions in the 
public mind, in regard to his soundness in the 
faith, and requesting him to ** make a frank and 
full statement of his religious views." To this 
letter Dr. Taylor replied, and the two letters 
were published in the Connecticut Observer, of 
February 20th, 1832. It was supposed by the 
public, that the letter of Dr. Taylor, as it 
appeared in print, contained the '' frank and 
full statement,'' which he had made to Dr. 
Hawes, at his particular request ; but it was after- 
wards ascertained that some part of the original 
letter was suppressed. 

When Dr. Hawes was inquired of in regard 
to this fact, he acknowledged that the letter con* 
tained some things which he deemed it not pru- 
dent to publish, and that he wrote to Dr. Taylor, 
and obtained permission to strike out the objec- 
tioaable partn. Thus it appewed, xWx \)t«, ^^jy. 
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object of this correspondence was not so much 
to obtain from Dr. Taylor a ''frank and full 
statement of his religious views/' as to obtain 
such a statement as would remove from the pub- 
lic mind the suspicions which had been created 
by his previous publications. The plan, how- 
ever, did not succeed. The letter, as it was 
published, was far from giving satisfaction. It 
vvould probably have been less satisfactory if it had 
been published entire ; for I have understood by 
an individual who saw the manuscript, that those 
parts which were suppressed, contained the most 
" frank and full statement" of Dr. Taylor's 
peeuliaf views. 

This letter contained a creed of eleven arti- 
cles, expressed for the most part, in unexcep- 
tionable language. But to this were subjoined 
certain explanations, which seemed to many, 
directly to contradict the articles of the creed ; 
or at least, to make it evident, that while Dr. 
Taylor employed orthodox language, he must 
affix to that language a meaning entirely different 
from that in which it is commonly received. 

Some remarks on this letter were published by 
Dr. Tyler, in the Spirit of the Pilgrims, a period- 
ical published in Boston. I will insert a few 
extracts from these remarks. He says : 

" I have nfever supposed that Dr. Taylor inten- 
ded to deny any of the leading doctrines of the 
Calvinistic system. I have always supposed that 
he would be willing to suscribe just such a creed 
as that which he has given us in his letter. Is it 
asked then, what are the grounds of my fears ? 
I will frankly state them. Any OYie)^\.^V^^ 
painted with ecclesiastical h\8tOT>| xn^vX Vv«^ 
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observed, that the great errors which have infest 
ed the church, have usually crept in unawam 
They have originated in speculations, and * phi 
losophical theories,' which, at first, were no 
intended to call in question the commonly re 
ceived doctrines, but to explain them, and reliev 
them of difficulties. The process has been 
gradual undermining process, and suchi it ha 
' appeared to me, is the tendency of Dr. Taylor* 
speculations. That his theories do involve prii 
ciples subversive of some of the most promineo 
and important doctrines of his creed, I shal 
endeavor to show in the following remarks : 

" I. The doctrine of Decrees. 

" Dr. Taylor says, ' I believe that the etemi 
purposes of God extend to all actual events, sii 
not excepted ; or that God foreordained whatao 
ever comes to pass, and so executes these purpc 
ses as to leave the free and moral agency of mil 
unimpaired.' 

" Yet in the same letter Dr. Taylor says : 

'' ' I do not believe that sin can be proved t 
be the necessary means of the greatest good 
and that as such God prefers it on the whole, t 
holiness in its stead ; or that a God of sincerit 
and truth punishes his creatures for doing tha 
which, on the whole, he prefers they should dc 
But I do believe that it may be true, that God 
all things considered, prefers holiness to sin ii 
all instances in which the latter takes place.' 

'* How are these two parts of his creed to b 

reconciled? If it 'be true that God all thing 

considered, prefers holiness to sin in all instance 

Ja which the latter takes place,' it cannot b 

true that God has purposed ox ^OTeoi^wini^Wl 
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foever cotnetf to pam : for, according to thin rep- 
reMnUtion, it was from eternity God's will, or 
elmee, 4/7 Mngs considered, that eiu should not 
eiiflt in a single instance. Consefjuentir, it could 
not, in any sense, be his purp^fne, or his choice, 
that it should exist. To say that God prefers, 
aUikimg's eanudtred, that sin should not exist, 
and at the same time to say that he has purposed 
or foreordained that it shall exist, is a palpable 
contradiction. It is the saine as to say, that God 
chooees and does not choose the same thing, at 
the same time." " Again : It is a part of Dr. 
Taylor's theory, that ' God could not prevent all 
sin, or the present degree of sin in a moral sys- 
tem.' ' He wf/uld have prevented all sin in his 
moral universe, but eauld not.* Yet he foreor- 
dained whatsr>ever comes to pass: that is, he 
foreordained that which he would have prevented 
if he could ! ! What cari be a plainer contra- 
diction ? 

" IL The doctrine of Original Sin. 

" Dr. Taylor says, * I believe that all man- 
kind, in conse^iuence of the fall of Adam, are 
bom destitute of holiness, and are by nature 
totally depraved ; in other words, that all men 
from the commencement of moral agency, do, 
without the interposition of divine grace, sin, 
and only sin, in all their moral conduct. I also 
believe, that siich is the nature of the human 
mind, that it becomes the occasion of universal 
sin in all the appropriate circumstances of their 
existence, and that therefore they may properly 
be said to be sinners by nature.* 

** To these sentiments understood ac^c;QT<\\ii%\» 

iheirplMin ttnd obvious import, I can isi»v^ Oxeei- 
5 
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fully subscribe. But how are these declarations 
to be understood, when taken in connection with 
other things which Dr. Taylor has said on this 
subject, f ha?e always supposed that when it is 
said, that in consequence of the fall of Adam all 
have become sinners, the language is intended 
to convey the idea that there is a real connection 
between the sin of Adam and that of his poster* 
ity ; and that when it is said, all are by naturt 
sinners, the meaning is, that there is something 
in our nature which is truly the cause or reason 
why all men become sinners: consequently! 
that human nature is not what it would have 
been, if sin had not existed, but has undergone 
some change in consequence of the original 
apostacy/' *' Now the question is, is the nature 
of man different from what it would have beenf 
if sin had never entered the world 1 Is there any 
thing in human nature which is hereditary and 
the consequence of the original apontacy ? Or is 
every thing pertaining to the nature of man, the 
immediate production of creative power ? And 
do mankind come into the world now, with the 
same nature as that with which Adam was crea* 
ated, and which the child Jesus possessed 1 If 
so, then mankind are not hy nature sinners. 
Their nature is in no nense the cause or reason 
of their sinning ; for Adam was not by nature a 
sinner ; nor was the child Jesus. They were by 
nature holy. Nor is it possible to perceive ac« 
cordinff to this view of the subject, that there is 
any reiu connection between the sin of Adam and 
the sin of his posterity. Now, unless I have en- 
/ireJf mistaken the import of Dr. Taylor's spec^ 
u/aijons, be does maintain \\\a\. v\v^ moi^ T^aao^ 
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ef all accountable beings is alike, and is the 
ferj nature which God has given." In support 
of this declaration, he quotes several passages 
from the Christian Spectator, and concludes this 
part of the subject, by saying: *' To what purpose 
then are we to(d that, in consequence of Adam's 
fall all mankind have become sinners — and that 
they are sinners by nature, when the whole is 
virtually denied ? 

** III. The Doctrine of Regeneration. 

*' Dr. Taylor has expressed his belief in rela- 
tion to this doctrine in the fiflh, sixth, seventh, 
eighth, and ninth articles of his creed." ** All 
this is very good ; but this is not all which he has 
written on this subject. He has adopted theo- 
ries which, in the judgment of many, at least, 
tend to sap the foundation of this fundamental 
doctrine of the Christian faith. Although he 
explictly admits the influence of the Holy Spirit 
in regeneration, yet in view of many things 
which he has written, it is difficult to see what 
necessity there can be for this divine influence." 
'* This necessity results solely from the perverse- 
ness and obstinacy of the sinner's heart. But, 
according to Dr. Taylor's theory, the perverse- 
ness and obstinacy of his heart are removed 
antecedent to regeneration. The selfish prin- 
ciple is suspended. He ceases to sin, and ceases 
to resist. Every thing, indeed, which can be 
rationally supposed to render the agency of the 
Holy Spirit necessary in renewing the heart, is 
removed." He shows also from Dr. Taylor's 
statements, that according to his theory, ** every 
moral being chooses what he yid^<fc^ \N'\\\\ifc xsi^'^x 
^r his happiness. The reasou, vVvet^^ot^^ < 
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the sinner prefers the world to God is, that he 
has mistaken the true way of securing his high- 
est Lappiness. What then is necessary to effect 
his conversion ? Nothing but light to correct his 
mistake. So soon as he shall be convinced that 
more happiness is to be derived from God than 
from the world, self-love will prompt bim to change 
the object of his preference ; where then is the 
necessity of the influences of the Holy Spirit to 
renew the heart? 

" IV. The Doctrine of Election. 

" Dr. Taylor says, ' I believe that all who are 
renewed by the Holy Spirit, are elected or cho- 
sen of God from eternity that they should be 
holy, not according to foreseen faith or good 
works, but according to the good pleasure of his 
will.' 

" This is a full and satisfactory statement of 
the doctrine of election. But how is this to be 
reconciled with other statements of his? If it 
be true that God, ' all things considered, prefers 
holiness to sin in all instances in which the latter 
takes place,' then it must be his choice, all things 
considered, that all men should become holy and 
be saved, and his infinite benevolence will prompt 
him to do all in his power to bring all men to re- 
pentance ? What then becomes of the doctrine of 
election ? Who maketh thee to differ? Not 
God, truly; for if he prefers, all things consid' 
ered, holiness to sin, in everi/ instance, he will of 
course do all in his power to make every individ- 
ual holy. It cannot be true that he hath mercy 
on whom he will have mercy, for he would have 
mercy on all, if he could. The reason that 
part only of the human Ta.ce, axid. ucA. ii5\^ 
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Mvedy is not because God did not choose, all 
itingi eonnideredf that aJI should be sated ; but 
bectoae he was unable to save all. He would 
have prevented all sin in his moral universe, but 
could not. What, then, T ask a^ain, }>ecomes of 
the doctrine of election V* Two or three passa- 
ges are quoted from ihf, C/hrintinn Spectator, 
which evidently teach the Armininn view of the 
doctrine of election, particularly the following: 

" The means of reclaiming j(race, which meet 
bim in the word and Hpirit of God, are those by 
which the Father draws, indurtft just such 
sinners as himself voluntarily to suhmit to Christ ; 
and these means all favor the act of his immediate 
submission. To this influence he can yield, and 
thus be drawn of the Father. This influence he 
can resist, and thus harden his heart njrainst God. 
Election involves nothing more, as it respects 
his individual case, except, one fact : the rrrtninty 
to the divine mind, whether the sinner will yield 
to the means of grace and voluntarily turn to 
God, or whether he will continue to harden his 
heart till the means of ^race are withdrawn." 
See Christian Spectator for Dec. |H;{|,p. V*M. 

Dr. Tyler clones with the followin£( remark : 
''The reader will perceive that each of the top- 
ics brought into view in the precedini( remarks, 
might be made the siihjf^ct of extenrlefl discus- 
sion; but my object has he^-n to present a brief 
general view of whnt 1 conceive to he the ten- 
dency of Dr. Taylor's specij!?itionH. I have felt 
it the more important to do this on account of 
the attempts which have heeji made to convince 
the public that the poinl-s on yj\Y\e\\ \>T.^v^«t 
diffgrg from his brethren axe o? VtV^xw^ ^^ 
5* 
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quence, as they relate chiefly not to the doctrines, 
bat to the philosophy of religion. But if his 
philosophical theories, as I have attempted to 
show, do tend to sap the foundation of some of 
the fundamental doctrines of the Gospel, they are 
not to be regarded as harmless ; nor ought the 
Christian community to slumber, while such 
strenuous efforts are making to give them cur- 
rency in the world." 

I have made the -foregoing extracts for the pur- 
poseof giving youageneral view of the state of the 
controversy at this period,and of the ground of dis- 
satisfaction which extensively prevailed in regard 
to Dr. Taylor's speculations. The controversy 
was carried on between Dr. Taylor and Dr. Ty- 
ler for some |,ime, in the Spirit of the Pilgrims. 
In the mean time, the remarks of Dr. Tyler, 
from which the foregoing extracts are taken, 
were reviewed in the Christian Spectator, for 
September, 1832. Some account of this review 
I will give you in my next letter. 

Yours affectionately. 



LETTER VII. 



March 2, 1837. 

Mt Dear Brother : 

I promised to give you some account of the 
Review of Dr. Tyler's remarks, which was writ- 
ten by Dr. Taylor, and which appeared in the 
Christian Spectator for September, 1832. Dr. 
Porter, in a letter dated Charleston, S. C, De- 
cember 8, 1832, speaking of that Review, says, 
" That Review mirprised and pained me exceed- 
ingly. Indeed^ it is the most exceptionable per- 
formance of the kind that I have read. The 
temper of it is unmanly and unchristian. It 
compares with some of the sectarian pamphlets 
on baptism, d&c, which I read in my boyhood, 
though I think it beats them all." That you 
may be able to judge of the justness of these 
remarks, I will give you a few extracts. What 
the reviewer proposes is, to examine the theories 
of Dr. Tyler, in relation to the depravity of 
man, and the divine permission of sin. In regard 
to the first theory, he says : 

** This theory is, that the nature o^ laaxi i\TiQ,^ 
(be apostacy differs as really from Yiva iv^\mx^\j»^ 
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fore that event as the nature of a lion which leads 
him to feed on flesh, differs from that of the ox, 
which leads him to feed on grass. Accordingly, 
he asks * what inconsistency is there in suppos- 
ing that there is, in man a native propensity to 
evil, propagated from parent to child, like other 
natural propensities?' On this theory, then, we 
would offer the following remarks : It exhibits 
God as the responsible author of sin. We sup- 
pose Dr. Tyler to believe, Jis others who have 
advanced the same theory maintain, that tbift 
propensity to sin is itself sinful ; or, as another 
writer affirms, is the essence of all sin.'' '* God,, 
therefore, according to this theory, is the respon^ 
sible author of that in man, in which the essence 
of all sin consists ; and actually damns the soul, 
for being what he makes it, or causes it to be by 
physical laws. If Dr. Tyler should say that 
the propensity to sin, of which he speaks, 
is innocent, still man, as he comes into being, is 
doomed to sin by a natural and fatal necessity." 
'' With such a propensity, man has not a natural 
ability to avoid sin. This is alike true, whether 
this propensity be supposed to be sinful or inno- 
cent." ** Man, therefore, by the laws of propa- 
gation, is naturally unable to avoid sin, and to 
become holy, and therefore is not a moral agent." 
*' According to Dr. Tyler's theory, sin must be 
good in itself, and the only real good to man, as 
a moral being." ** According to Dr. Tyler's 
philosophy, man in the act of becoming holy, 
must be supremely selfish^ " Dr. Tyler's theory 
is inconsistent with undeniable facts. Adam 

Bad satan, with h'lA com^^mowift) ^\ ^!>\\iiied. 

Whence came theu fvtat "^to^civsvVj \a indlX 
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Whatever expedient Dr. Tyler may devise to 
account for the first propensity to sin in these 
creatures of God, one thing is certain, viz., that 
hetng without father and without mother, they 
did not become the subjects of such a propen- 
sity by propagation/' " According to Dr. Ty- 
ler's theory, the divine lawtriver scicrns to have 
entirely mistaken, in regard to man, the proper 
object of a legal prohibition and penalty. The 
radical evil lies in the constitutional propeuHities 
which God has given to men. The divine law, 
therefore, it would seem, should forbid men to 
have, and punish them for having those constitu- 
tional propensities which they derived exclusively 
from their Creator." " The terms of salvation, 
and the exhibition of motives to comply with them, 
are, according to the same theory, a mockery." 
'*The true and only reason, according to this 
scheme, why sinners are lost, is, not that they do 
not act, but that God docs not." *' According 
to Dr. Tyler's theory, what is commonly called 
Regeneration by the iloly Spirit, is unnecessary." 
'' To sin, according to Dr. Tyler, must be the 
chief end of man." 'S\f an's chief end is not to 
glorify God and enjoy him forever, and the West- 
minster Catechism is Matly contradicted." 

In regard to Dr. Tyler's theory of the divine 
permission of sin, he says, ** How is it that those 
are reproved who shut up the kingdom of heaven, 
and neither entered thcmselveK, nor suffered oth- 
ers to enter, when according to Dr. Tyler, it 
would prove a calamity on the whole, had one 
more sinner reached heaven than has reached it. 
How is it that God says in Isaiah, v. «^.^V.Vv^ Vv& 

MjtB MH}N£ ALL THAT CAN BK DOHY. \tt Ww^^V^"^ 
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ners to repentance, when he could do more, 
if he would, and, would do more, did he 
he not, on the whole, prefer their continued sin, 
to their repentance ? * My child,' says a father, 
' never steal, never lie ; I hatre no pleasure at all 
that you should, compared with being honest and 
true ; but then, my child,' he proceeds, * I greatly 
prefer, on the whole, that you should steal and 
lie, at least in nine cases out of ten ; for stealing 
and lying in these instances, will be the best 
things on the whole which you can do ; and al- 
though I shall do every thing that can be done to 
secure your obedience to my law, yet T could do 
much more if I would ; and I would do it, if I ' 
did not, on the whole, prefer your stealing and 
lying to honesty and truth. 1 have therefore de- 
termined to do that, and that only, which will 
secure your almost incessant stealing and lying, 
because on the whole, these are the best things 
you can do.' Such is God, according to this the- 
ory." " According to the theory of Dr. Tyler, 
God prefers sin to holiness, and decrees its exist- 
ence, that thereby he may show his mercy, in the 
salvation of apart only of the human race, and 
this, when he could have secured the perfect 
holiness and happiness of all, and of his entire 
moral universe, throughout eternity; The case 
is this. A father throws his own children, or 
permits them to fall from a fearful precipice, 
when he not only could have prevented them, 
hut would, had he not determined sorely to wound 
them all, and ultimately to destroy many of them, 
that he might show his mercy in healing the 
broken bones of others, in restoring them to 
comfort and happiness, atvdm Vm^^^iiVvw^x.^ ^^Meik 
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the peculiar joys of so great a deliverance ! How 
is it, according to the same theory, that God has 
not, in the true and fearful import of the phrase, 
made a great part of mankind on purpose to 
dama them V* *' To sin and be danmed to all 
eternity is the result, and the sole result in res- 
pect to the greater part of mankind, designed, 
preferred, and purposed by their Maker. If this 
is not creating men on purpose to damn them, 
let any one tell what would be.** ** This theory, 
too, limits the goodness of God. God, according 
to Dr. Tyler could, if he would, have secured the 
perfect holiness of this universe of moral beings 
forever, but the perfect holiness of all would 
have secured the perfect happiness of all. When 
therefore God could , if he would, have made a 
universe of perfectly holy and h;ip|)y beinrrs, he 
preferred, decreed, and made one comprising sin 
and its everlasting miseries! Wo ask, is this 
goodness?" ''Celestial spirits, if they utter 
truth in their sonars, praise God, not bocause he 
▼indicates his law, and sustains his throne by 
the punishment of beiii^jrs who have violated any 
will of his, but for exactly fulfill in rr the solo pur- 
pose of their creation ; thoy praise (iod for that 
peculiar delight, those hiffhrr and rxr/uisite rap' 
tures^ which they could enjoy only by moans of 
the agonies of others in evorlastin^r firo ! J)r. 
Tyler will have it that a benevolent God could 
not be satisfied with the perfect holiness and per- 
fect happiness of all his moral creatures ; but to 
raise to some higher, conceivable perfection, the 
happiness of those who are saved, they must owe 
it, in no stinted measure to the cteruAl ^\[(\\\\^<«k i^*^ 
thedanmed! 8aeh ia God, such itt Vve^Neu^v^'C.cix^ 
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ing to this theory." " We go further, and tak, 
in what respect satan is more truly criminal as 
a tempter than God is, according to this scheme T 
If satan tempts, with the single purpose to se- 
cure the perpetration of iniquity, so does God, 
according to this scheme. If he purposes 
some personal advantage by the sins of oth* 
ers, so does God, according to this scheme. 
If he does it to secure the final and end^ 
less ruin of others, so, according to this 
scheme, does God. If Dr. Tyler should say 
that Satan's intention is evil, and that of God 
benevolent, we answer first, by asking Dr. Tyler 
to prove this by their doings ; and secondly, by 
affirming, that, according to the scheme in ques* 
tion, the evil intention of satan is the crowning 
excellence of tlie act. 

** This theory, if carried out into its legitimate 
consequences, leads to universalism, to infidelity, 
and to atheism. Dr. Tyler maintains that God 
can secure the holiness and happiness of all his- 
moral creatures. It follows, therefore, that God 
will secure the holiness and happiness of all his 
moral creatures. Of course, all men will be 
saved. But this is not all. According to this 
scheme, the divine authority of the Bible is sub- 
verted. This book confessedly abounds in the 
most unqualified declarations of the future end- 
less misery of multitudes of the human race* 
But how can a book which so explicitly and 
abundantly contradicts demonstrable, known 
truth, be divine? Especially, how can a book 
pretend to claim an Omnipotent and benevolent 
God for its author, which exhibits him as creating 
mjrriada of beings, because Vie ^\e.l<^\% oiok ^^h^ 
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rhole^ their sin and everlasting misery to their 
erfect holiness and happiness ? As a benevolent 
eing, he must be disposed to prevent it. But 
ccording to Dr. Tyler, the Scriptures clearly 
iach that God will not secure the perfect holi- 
688 and happiness of his moral creation, when 
e can secure it. How then can a book which 
elies every attribute of a perfect God pretend to 
[aim his authority ? 

"Apply now the principles of Dr. Tyler in 
Dother form, and atheism is the consequence, 
hr. Tyler will admit that God is disposed 
> prevent all evil — in itself considered — 
iroughout his creation. The argument then 
>r atheism furnished by this theory may be 
iU8 stated. If there was a God, that is, a being 
r infinite power and goodness, he could prevent, 
id would be disposed, and therefore would in 
ict, prevent all evil throughout his creation, 
ut evil exists. Therefore, there is not a being 
r infinite power and goodness — there is no 
od." " We admit the fact, that the foregoing 
iasoning is that of the universalist, the infidel, 
ad the atheist. But we ask, who furnishes and 
istains its premises ; and what conclusions, 
hen the premises are admitted, are more unan- 
verable? We cannot but say, what we believe. 
i the integrity of our heart, that supralapsarian 
'alvinists furnish the grand principle on which 
tese conclusions rest, and combining their pow- 
rs of argument in its defence, with all their 
leans of influencing the faith of others, give to 
, and to the conclusions founded on it, a delu- 
re and fearful infallibility in the uuud« o^ 
HHuanda, The principle is, an OvimYOTY.i:^'^ 
6 
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OOD BY THE MERE DINT OF POWER, CAN SECCRE 
TBE UNITERSAL HOLINESS OF HIS MORAL CREA- 
TURES." 

" Sure we are, that a very limited acquain- 
tance with facts, would show that the prin- 
ciple advanced by Dr. Tyler and others is the 
rery same which, in the hands of Voltaire and 
other enemies of the gospel, has spread infidelity 
and atheism to such a fearful extent throughout 
Europe, and is in fact the basis of all that lati- 
tudinarianism which rejects Christianity, and 
calmly reposes on false and undefined notions of 
the power and goodness of God." 

" Indeed, we know not a more striking illns- 
tration of the appalling tendency and results of 
adopting an unauthorised elementary principle in 
reasoning. When men reason from principles 
which the friends of Christianity regard as false 
or groundless, there is hope that their errors will 
be exposed, and that the truth will be triumph- 
antly defended. But when the professed advo- 
cates of Christianity espouse and vindicate the 
very principles, which, in the way of legitimate 
deduction, support the most destructive error, 
what are we to expect but that light will become 
darkness, and whole nations perish ? " " The 
theory in question confounds right and wrone, 
and thus subverts all moral distinctions. It is 
not the name which constitutes moral action 
right or wrong. If sin, as Dr. Woods says of it, 
' is undoubtedly calculated for the highest good 
of the universe,' or as another says of it, * is of a 
most glorious tendency,' then it is morally right 
Sin, therefore, in every \T\«l^Tvc.ft of its occur- 
rence, 18 proved by t\\e\\\gYveBlVL\Tv^ q^ ^Vv^isMib, 
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to be the best kind of moral action. Thus, sin 
is no longer sin ; vice is no longer vice. Right 
and wrong, accordins^ to this theory hare changed 
places; and what God ha.^ pronounced, and man 
regarded, as wrong moral action, is right moral 
action. If Dr. Tyler should reply, as Dr. Woods 
does, by merely sayini^, that this in a wounding 
misrepresentation ; we answer, Jirstf that it is 
not a misrepresentation, and that no unpreju- 
diced mind can be stultified into the belief that 
the necessary mean.s of the greatest good is not 
an excellent thing — even the best thing in its 
place. We answer, secondly, if this representa- 
tion is wounding, let the theory that justifies it 
be abandoned, and the wound will be healed." 

" If Dr. Tyler should say, that he utterly de- 
nies that sin is a good thing ; — we answer we are 
fully aware of this, and regard it as a peculiarly 
grateful fact. But then Dr. Tyler also asserts 
that sin is a good thing. And is a man to be al- 
lowedy without correction, to say that which is 
not true half the time, because he says that wlgch 
is true the other half? Now it is this happy in- 
consistency which saves those who maintain this 
theory, from being the vkry worst of here- 
tics." " Nothing worse c?in be imputed to the 
worst of rnen th^n the theory under considera- 
tion, imputes to God. According to this theory, 
God purposes sin, not for its own sake, or in it^ 
self considered, but as the means of good, i. e. on 
account of certain advantages resulting from it. 
Now the same things are true in every substan- 
tial respect of the assassin." 

" Dr. Tyler, according to his princi^l^^^ ^^isi 
tiot Bhow that acts of assassinaiioii \\a\e \\o\.\)«et!i. 
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and may not be, perpetrated from the same 
tivea aa those with which he represents Ood a 

' the whole, preferring sin to holiness, viz. i 
sire to promote the general good/' 

** If Dr. Tyler should say, that the object 
which we have brought against this theory 
the same as those which the enemies of m 
doctrine commonly charge on the doctrine o 
divine purpose respecting sin, we answer, 
this is more easily said than proved. It i 
deed readily confessed, that these objections 
been often charged on that form of the doc 
which is taught by supra! apsari an Calvinists 
the theory that God prefers the existence o 
rather than holiness in its stead. But it ac 
of a question, whether these objections were 
alleged against the true doctrine, respectin| 
existence of sin. Who among Arminiam 
even Unitarians, at least in this age, would 
the universality of God's providential govemi 
and purposes, as the basis of confidence and 
mission under all evil." 

These extracts are a specimen of the t 
ment, style, and spirit of this Review. Yoo 
now judge whether the language of Dr. Port 
reference to it is too severe. 

That the Arminians and Unitarians do no 
ject to Dr. Taylor's views of this subject, is 
true. But whether this is a recommcndati< 
his views, is a point about which different < 
ions will be entertained. 
' Immediately after the publication of this 
view. Dr. Tyler wrote to the editor inqii 
whether he might be petniiUed to reply to 

the Christian Spectator, and NvaA uvlotYSAJi 
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HO rqply could be admitted, unless it was a short 
letter of a page or two, accompanied by such 
remarks as the editor might see fit to append to 
h. Of this f^ct, Dr. Porter speaks in severe 
terms. In one of his letters, he says, ** within a 
day or two, the Mirror came to hand, in which 
the unworthy subterfuge of the editor in refusing 
any reply, at least any adequate one is repre- 
hended. This fact ought to be generally known. 
It shows a systematic party disingenuousness, 
that cannot commend itself to the Christian pub- 
lic, and that could hardly have been tolerated 
until this time if it had been understood.'' In 
another letter he says, *' Dr. Taylor should have 
a joff aa to occupying the Spirit of the Pilgrims, 
wnue the Spectator has been so closely shut up 
against one sentence in opposition to his views, 
except aa quoted by its own writers for comment. 
No work in our country has been so narrowly 
eondacted." 

Yours, very affectionately. 



«• 



LETTER VIII. 



M areb 7, US7. 

Mt Deak Brother: 

In the Spirit of the Pilgrims for Maj, 183SI, 
Dr. Tyler published an article in which he efr 
posed the misrepresentations which Dr. Tajioi 
had made of his sentiment!, particularly in Ibc 
Review of which I gave you some account in a} 
last letter. Soon after this, Dr. Taylor publiali' 
ed a letter addressed to the Editor of the Chrii' 
tian Spectator, the object of which was to show 
that he and Dr. Tyler were, after all, perfectlj 
agreed. This was a very extraordinary produe- 
tion, and was, I believe, so regarded by not i 
few of Dr. Taylor's particular friends, as well M 
by other portions of the community. That aAtt 
having charged Dr. Tyler with adopting theoriei 
which involve the positions that ** sin is a good 
thing;'' that ''God is the responsible author el 
sin;" that ** the divine lawgiver is a deceiver;^ 
that '* God is a criminal tempter ;" that " in M 
sense is satan more truly criminal as a tempMI 
than God is ;** that '* we ou^Yvlu^ \it^^ QoAbi 
all the Bin which we and oiVvei^ W^^ e,i«t tm 
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mitted;" and after having affirmed, that nothing 
but the inconsistency of Dr. Tyler saves him 
from being ''the very worst of heretics/' 
and that his theories, ** if carried out into their 
legitimate consequences, lead to uni versa lism, 

TO INnDELITY, AND TO ATHKISM ;** that Dr. 

Taylor, after having said all thi», and much more 
to the same effect, should come forward and af- 
firm, that " we perfectly agree in every partic- 
I'LAR respecting these important points,' ' was not 
a little surprising. Yet this he did, and that too 
without retracting a single position which he had 
taken, and without showing, or attempting to 
show, that Dr. Tyler had retracted anything. 

Dr. Tyler published in a pamphlet some re- 
marks on this letter, which cIoHcd the contro- 
versy between him and Dr. Taylor. Jn these re- 
marks, afler bringing into view a number of 
points which he had explicitly maintained, and 
comparing them with the statements of Dr. Tay- 
lor, he proceeds to examine Dr. Taylor's mode 
of reasoning, by which he attempts to show that 
there is no difference of opinion between them. 
He says : 

*' He (Dr. Taylor) does not pretend that I 
have formally retracted any of the positions 
which he has controverted. But because we are 
agreed on certain points which have never been 
' a matter of dispute between us, he infers that we 
must be agreed on all the points in debate. As 
if he should say. Dr. Taylor and I are agreed that 
there is a God, and that the Bible is his word, 
therefore our views harmonize on every ^ovalQ»^ 
CbiMMtiMtt doctrine. Now any one caxv c>e^> ^^ 
la Mb reaBoning, the conclusion w bio«Aei ^iN!!^®* 
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the premises. Dr. Taylor has said, ' It is < 
fessedly unauthorized to charge opinions n 
any man on the ground of mere inference.' 
this is the very thing which he has done throi 
out the whole of his last letter. He infers 
I admit certain positions (in the face of my i 
'explicit declarations to the contrary,) becaui 
adimit certain other positions. 

"I will endeavor to illustrate Dr. Tay] 
mode of reasoning by one or two examj 
Suppose that a Unitarian and a Calvinist are 
puting in respect to the doctrine of the trii 
The Unitarian charges the Calvinist with m 
taining that there are three Gods, and goes c 
show that there is but one God. The Calvi 
replies, you misrepresent me, I have never m 
tained that there are three Gods — I have sh 
that the doctrine of the trinity does not inv 
any such sentiment. I believe as firmly as 
do, that there is but one God. I perceive, tl 
rejoins the Unitarian, that we are perfectly agr 
I now understand you to deny the doctrine oi 
trinity. Again : Suppose A. and B. are disc 
ing the question whether all men will be sa 
Says A. to B. you maintain that Christ die^ 
only a part of the human race, whereas the sc 
tures say that he tasted death for every man. 
relies, I do not believe as you represent me. 
admit that the atonement of Christ is suffic 
for all men, and that salvation is freely ofiere( 
all. There is, then, replies A. no differeuce 
tween us. I understand you to admit that 
men wiU be saved. These are exact specin 
of Dr. Taylor's mode o? leaaomw^. ^"t i 
'-Or, Tjler does not beVieNe, Wl ^eo:\e» ^ 
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iM the hent thing, or a good thing in nny neniie.' 
From thjH he iir/ir* that J agr(*« with him in re- 
jecting the pOKitioHH, that ' thr; oxintcnce of sin 
in, on the wliolc, for the bcv«t/ and that *fiod, all 
tkingn ransiflerffif prefffr.'* bin lo holincKK in alJ 
inntancen in which the former t.ikcH pi nee' — posi- 
tionH which he knowH 1 h;ive most explicitly and 
uniformly maintained." 

Dr. Tyler cIo«es his remarks with a Kiimmary 
view of the main points of diffV-rcnce between 
him and Dr. Taylor, nu<\ of their practicaJ im- 
portance. IIe«ayH: 

]. " Dr. Taylor maintains, contrary to my be- 
lief, that God could not have prevented all Hin in 
a mora] »y«tem." 

We have seen tin; importance which Dr. Tay- 
lor attaches to thin point of difference. In the 
Rei'iew mentioned in my last letter, lie reprc- 
HentM the denial of this position, as leading to 
UniverHaliKm,to Infidelity, and to Atheism. '* I 
aJffo regard it as im]Kjrtaut; for it must, as it 
neems to me, wjy materially affect our views of 
the character and government of Ciod. Accord- 
ing to this statement, Ood has created a universe 
of moral beings which he cannot govern. Were 
I to adopt this position, I could not regard Je- 
hovah as an Almifrhty being; nor could I feel 
the least assurance that he will be able to accom- 
plish his purposes or fulfil his promises. Jf his 
creatures are so indepenrlihit of him, that he can- 
not control their moral actions at pleasure, what 
UMHurancc can he give us, that every Saint and 
every Ang(;l will not yet ajiostatize, and spread 
depioJation through the moral nn'www.. Wtvi\\w», 
ifOodhHH not a perfect doin'in'um ov^m VW Xxt^.^xN* 
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and moral conduct of his creatures, how c 
consistently pray that God would inclin 
hearts, or the hearts of others ? And ho 
we regard the afflictions, brought upon us 
agency of men, as divine judgments; i 
blessings we receive, through their instrun 
ity, as divine mercies ? This view of the si 
as it seems to me, tends directly to discc 
prayer, and takes away the principal moti 
submission and -gratitude. 

2. '* Dr. Taylor maintains, contrary to i 
lief, that the existence of sin is not, on the ^ 
for the best) and that a greater amount oi 
would have been secured had all God's ere 
remained holy, than will result from the p 
system. 

" According to this view of the subject 
appears to me, God must look with everl 
regret upon the moral universe. While h 
fers, all things considered, that all his ere 
should be holy and happy, and while he is 
all in his power to make them so, he must 
erally grieved and unhappy to find his effort 
stantly defeated. And is this the view whii 
scriptures give us of the ever blessed ( 
that God who has said, my council shall 
and I will do Ahh my pleasure. Besides 
above position subverts the doctrine of s 
grace. If God regards uuiversal holiness, 
the whole, desirable, it nmst be his desii 
things consideied, that every individual s 
be holy ; and he must of course do all i 
power to make every individual holy. ^ 
then, becomes of the doctrine of special, i 
gaisbing, sovereign, and e\ecUn^ gt;v)Cfe\ 
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9. ** Dr. Taylor maintainft, contrary to my bo- 
if, that Qod, all thin^H conNidorcd, preferH holi- 
S8 to siijy in all instances in wliicli the latter 
kes place. 

'ThispoHition, as I have HJiown, utterly subverts 
B doctrine of decrees, it arnoiiuts, in niy view, 
a declaration that Gorl does not in any s(;nsc 
efer, and of course, has not decreed the exis- 
ice of fiin ; for sin cert.-iinly would not exist, 
in ali instanrefff holiness should exist in its 
(ad. How is it possible for (iod to prefer, on 
y tucountf the existence of sin^tn an}/ instance^ 
aii things r.onnidf.red, that is, on all accounts, 
prefers something else in its stead, in all in' 
mcei? I have also shown that this position 
bvertsthe doctrine of election. 
. " Dr, Taylor maintains, contrary to my belief, 
at mankind come into the world with tlie same 
ture, in kind, as that with which Adam was 
eated. 

'' According to this view of the subject, Adam 
IS not created holy, nor is there, as I can see, 
J real connexion betwe<;n the sin of Adam 
d that of his posterity. ^J'his position, there- 
re, entirely subverts the drictrine of original 
I, as generally maintained by (/alvinists. B(i- 
les; if this position be true, infants are in no 
tie sinners, and do not ne(;d to be born again, 
r to be redeemed by the blood of Christ. If 
mitted to heaven, they will be accepted on the 
ound of their own righteousness, and without 
jeneration, contrary to the express declarations 
Qkrist and the apostle. ' Kxcept a man be 
rn again, he cannot see the k\n{;((oTcv o( Wvi- 
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en. By the deeds of the law no flesh shall be 
justified.' 

5. '* Dr. Taylor maintains, conti'ary to my b^ 
lief, that the only reason that the posterity of 
Adam do not exhibit the same moral character 
which Adam exhibited, is not that they have a 
different nature, but that they are placed in dif* 
ferent circumstances. 

** This, if I mistake not, is the precise ground 
which the opposers of Calvinism have uniformly 
taken, when controverting the doctrine of origin- 
al sin ; and it seems to me to be intimately con- 
nected with those systems of belief which en- 
tirely discard the doctrines of grace. Indeed, 
if the depravity of man is owing solely to the 
circumstances in which he is placed, it would 
seem that no other remedy would be needed for 
it but a change of circumstances. Consequent- 
ly, a man does not need a radical change of heart 
by the power of the Holy Spirit. 

6. *' Dr. Taylor and I differ in regard to the na- 
ture of selfishness. According to him, selfish- 
ness does not consist in making our own happ^ 
ness our ultimate end, but in love of the world, 
or in preferring the world to God, as our portion 
or chief good. 

7. ** Dr. Taylor maintains, contrary to my belief, 
that * self-love is the primary cause of all moral 
action.' He says, " The being constituted with 
a capacity for happiness, desires to be happy, and 
knowing that he is capable of deriving happinev 
from different objects, considers from whic^the 
greatest happiness may be derived ; and as i^fbit 
respect he judges, or estimateft their relative TidMbi 
tfo he chooses one or the olYiei a&\\\« ^Vi\^ ^gM^ 
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*' Thia I regard as onje of the most dangerous 
parte of Dr. Taylor's system ; for it affecte the 
▼ery essence of religion — ^the very nature of ho- 
liness. According to him, self-love, or the de- 
sire of happiness, is the grand principle by which 
every being, whether sinful or holy, is actuated* 
All have the same ultimate end. * Of all specific 
volmitary action, the happiness of the agent, in 
some form, is the ultimate end.' According to 
this statement, the distinction of moral character 
which existe among men, does not arise from the 
fact that they have different ultimate ends, but 
from the fact, that they adopt different means to 
obtain the same ultimate end. The reason that 
<me is holy, and another sinful, is, the one seeks 
his own happiness by choosing God as his por- 
tion and chief good ; the other seeks his own 
happiness, by choosing the world as his portion or 
chief good. Both have a supreme regard to 
their own happiness. Consequently there is no 
radical distinction between holiness and sin. 
Both may be traced to the same principle of ac- 
tion. I cannot but say, what I honestly believe, 
that the religion which is in accordance with this 
theory, is a selfish, and of course, a spurious] re- 
ligion/' 

** Besides — according to this theory, depravity 
consists in ignorance ; and all that is necessary 
to effect the conversion of sinners, is, to enlighten 
them as to the best means of securing their high- 
est happiness. Regeneration, therefore, by the 
agency of the Holy Spirit cannot be necessary. 
8. ** Dr. Taylor maintains, contrary to my belief, 
thirt sinners maj so resist the grace ot ^o^ «a\» 
i^emter it MWDOsBible for God to oouNeiV. \)^^\&» 
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He says, 'I do not beliete that the grace 
Qod, can be truly said to lie irresistible, in i 
primary and proper import of the term. Bo 
do believe that in all cases, it may be resisted 
man as a free moral agent ; and that when il 
effectual to conversion, it is unresisted.* 
also says, ' Free moral agents can do wrong i 
der all possible preventing influence. Using tk 
powers as they may use them, they will sin ; i 
no one can show that some such agents wiU 
use their powers as they may use them. T 
possibility that free agents will sin, remains, (s 
pose what else you will,) so long as moral agei 
remains ; and how can it be proved that a th 
will not hey when for aught that appears it n 
he 7 When, in view of all the facts and evidei 
in the case, it remains true that it may 6e, w 
evidence or proof can exist that it will not he\ 
9. " Dr. Taylor maintains, contrary to my 
lief, that antecedent to regeneration, the sell 
principle is suspended in the sinner's heart, t 
he ceases to sin, and uses the means of rege 
ration, with motives which are neither right i 
wrong. 

" The tendency of these views, I have poin 
out at length in my Strictures and Vindicati 
to which I beg leave to refer the reader. ] 
mistake not, I have shown that they lead to 
subversion of important doctrines, and dee 
affect the interests of evangelical religion." 

'' It has sometimes been said, that the differen 

between Dr. Taylor and his brethren, relates 

ly to theories, and that they are agreed as to 

the important facts taught in the Bible. Tl 

however, in my view, is enliteX^ ^ tdaiX^^ ^ 
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qoestion whether God was able to prevent sin in 
a moral systein b a question of fact. So the 
qoestions whether sin is, on the whole, for the 
besty^whether God, all thinqa considered, pre- 
fers holiness to sin in all instances in which the 
latter takes place — whether mankind come into 
the world with the same nature, in kind, as that 
with which Adam was creatf:d — whvXlwj ndf-love 
is the primary cause of moral action — and wheth- 
er the selfish principle is Hu.spf:nded in the sin- 
ner's heart antecedent to regeneration, arc ques- 
tions relating to matters of fact ; and questions 
too, which have an important hearing upon the 
system of divine truth. Our views of christian 
doctrine, and of experimental religion, must be 
materially modified by the manner in which these 
questions are decided.'' 

I have made the foregoing extracts for the pur- 
pose of enabling you to see at a single glance 
the prominent points on which the New Haven 
divines differ from their brethren. That after all 
which they have said, they should now claim that 
there is no difference, or at least no important 
difference between them and tlieir brethren, is 
truly surprising. Dr. Tyler closes his remarks 
with the following observations on this point. 

He says : ** What J have maintained is, that 
he (Dr. Taylor) has adopted principles which, 
when carried out in tlieir legitimate consequen- 
ces, lead to the subversion of fundamental doc- 
trines. It is on this account that I regard his 
errors as dangerous, and the difference between 
us as important. Still I have not attached to 
them the importance given to them by Dr. Ta^- 
Jor, I hare never said, that BOlVuug^ W\.\vs»*va:- 
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ft 

Gonsistenej saves him^ from being 'the very 
worst of heretics* — ^that his theories Mead to 
Universalism, to Infidelity, and to Atheism' — 
and that they involve such horrid blasphemy as 
he has charged upon my theories. Surely, Dr. 
Taylor and his associates are the last men in the 
world, who ought to say that the differences be- 
tween them and their brethren are of little im- 
portance. If they really believe that their breth- 
ren do maintain such shocking and blasphemouB 
errors as they have imputed to them in the Chris- 
tian Spectator, they ought, in order to be consist- 
ent, to renounce all fellowship with them at once. 
How can they hold fellowship with men who 
maintain that ' sin is a good thing, even the best 
thing V 

** Yet they have imputed this sentiment not only 
to me, but to Dr. Bellamy, to Dr. Hopkins, to 
Dr. Strong, to Dr. Woods, and to all who adopt 
their views in relation to the divine permissioa 
of sin. They have charged them with holding 
sentiments which involve the positions * that the 
Divine Lawgiver is a deceiver' — that ' God is a 
criminal tempter,' and many other consequences 
which no sober man can contemplate without 
horror. And do they wonder that their brethren 
are dissatisfied ? Can they suppose that the min- 
isters and churches of New England, will look 
with* indifierence upon such representations of 
doctrines which they have ever regarded as the 
truth of God, and which were taught by those 
eminent divines whose praise is in all the church- 
es? It is truly with an ill grace that they should 
now pretend, that there is no difference between 
ihem and their brethren. TVve^ «.T^\Xv&\sv<Q!CkNJtA 
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hare magnified thb difference, and attached to 
it JDomentous consequences. If they are con- 
rioced of their error, let them frankly and hon- 
orably retract But let them not, in one breath, 
charge their brethren with maintaining senti- 
ments which lead to the very worst of here- 
%IEM, and involve the most horrid blasphemies; 
and in the next, say, we are perfectly a^/reed. 
Thia, surely, is not the way to heal the bleeding 
wounds of Zion, and to restr^re peace to the 
heritage of the Lord.^' 

This pamphlet, as £ observed, closed the con- 
troversy between Dr. Tyler and Dr. Taylor. 
Although Dr. Taylor harl given to the controver- 
sy so serious an aspect by charging upon his op- 
ptment the most blasphemous errors; and al- 
though Dr. Tyler called upon him in this pamph- 
let to retract his charges or substantiate them — 
yet he has not deigned to do either. Meanwhile, 
the watchword of the party for the last three or 
fear years has been,'' No difference." 

Yours very affectionately. 



LETTER IX. 



March 13, 1837. 

My Dbar Brother: 

In 1833, Dr. Griffin published his treatise on 
** The Doctrine of Divine Efficiency," in which 
he examines the theories of the New Haven Di- 
vines so far as they have a bearing on this sub- 
ject ; and shows most conclusively, that many of 
their positions are essentially Arminian. This 
is a vaduahle work, and ought to be extensivdy 
circnlated and read. No answer to it has as yet 
l>^en published. 

On the 10th of September, 1833, a conven- 
tion of ministers was held in East Windsor, to 
take into consideration the expediency of estab- 
lishing a new Theological Seminary in Connec- 
ticut. This was a very interesting meeting. Two 
days were spent in prayerful deliberation, during 
which time, the great Head of the Church seem- 
ed to grant them special tokens of his presence. 
There appeared to be an unusual spirit of prayer. 
Nothing like a spirit of party was apparent in 
their deii berations ; bul ^e^\. ^vcvlwAlity and 
barmoDy of feeling pervaded \Xve xii^eCvck^, '^Wfip 
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ibie of the responflibility restiojr upon them, 
hey acted in the fear of God. *' The great and 
JUabsorbing inquiry was, what do the honor 
»f God, and the interest of hiH kingdom demand ? 
They were unanimouH in their result. Fully 
atifified that they had discovered the path of duty, 
hey resolved to go forward in the strength of the 
»rd." Accordingly, tliey organized themselves 
nto a Pastoral Union, formed a constitution, and 
ppointed a Board of Trustees. Shortly after, 
he Trustees proceeded to locate the Institution, 
elect a Faculty, and to provide the necessary 
buildings, library, &.c. On the Vhh of May, 
fHH, the corner stone of the Seminary edifice 
/as laid with appropriate services ; and on the 
ame day, the President and Professor of Eccle- 
iastical History were inducted into office. In 
)ctober, of the same year, the Professor of Bib- 
ical Literature was inaugurated, and the Semi- 
lary went into full operation with a respectable 
lumber of students. Hitherto the Lord has 
eemed to prosper the infant Seminary far be- 
ond the expectations of its founders. May it 
continue to enjoy his smiles, and be made instru- 
nental of incalculable good. The reasons which 
ed to the establishment of this Seminary, are 
iilly set forth in the *' Appeal to the Public," 
^ubliKhed by the Trustees, in October, 1834 — 
. copy of which I take the liberty to send you. 
This appeal was occasioned by an attack made 
ipon the Seminary in a Manifesto from the The- 
logical Professors in Yale College. I must give 
ou some account of this Manifesto. 
The Rev. Daniel Dow, a meiubet o? v\\^ Ca\- 
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^ration of Yale College, having been appointc 
on a committee to attend the examination of tl 
Theological School , and being called upon 1 
make a report to the Corporation, at their annu 
meeting in September, 1834, took occasion 1 
object to some of the doctrines taught in tl 
School, and to suggest that the Professor i 
Didactic Theology had taught and publishf 
sentiments inconsistent with the creed on whic 
this Professorship was founded. This led l 
some discussion m the Corporation, to a confe 
ence with the Professors, and to the Manifest 
of which I have just spoken. 

It maj be proper here to state, that since ITS 
until recently, all the officers of Yale Collei 
have been required to declare their assent to tl 
Confession of Faith contained in the Saybroc 
Platform, which is almost entirely the same i 
that of the Westminster divines. But within 
few years past, the test-law of the College k 
been repealed ; so that now, neither the Prei 
dent nor Professors are oblij^ed to give their i 
•ent to any Confession of Faith; nor are theco 
poration authorized to dismiss them from oflb 
on account of any religious opinions whatevc 
This applies to the theological no less than to tl 
academical Professors, with the exception of tl 
Professor of Didactic Theology. 

But the reped of the law could not affect tl 
Professorship, because there were certain stip 
lations with the founders, which it was beyoi 
the power of the corporation to repeal. Tl 
principal subscribers to the fund, made the fi 
lowiag requisition : ** Every Professor, who sb 
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receive the income or revenue of tliiR fund, Hhall 
be examined as to his faith, and l)c rociuircd to 
make a written declaration thereof .'i^reoul>lc to 
the following : * 1 hereby declare my free assent 
to the ConfoHsion of Faitli, and Ecclesiastical 
Discipline, agreed upon by the Churches of the 
Slate in 17(JH — (i. c. the Saybrook Platform.) 
If at any future period, any person who fills the 
chair of this Professorship, holds or teaches doc- 
trines contrary to those referred to, it shall be 
the duty of the Corporation of the College to 
dismiss him from office forthwith ; atid if they 
do not dismiss him, then we reserve to our heirs 
the right to demand the several sums which wc 
have paid, or may hereafter pay respectively.* " 

The Corporation, after reciting the foregoing 
in a preamble, passed the following vote : " This 
Board doth accordingly found and establish in 
this College, on said fund, a Professorship of 
Didactic Theology, on the terms, conditions, 
and limitations expressed in said instrument 
signed by Timothy Dwight and others." 

It would seem, from tlie foregoing statement, 
that the Professor of Didactic Theology is re- 
quired to give his untjualified assent to the ('on- 
fession of Faith contained in the Say brook Plat- 
form. It was so understood by Mr. Dow wh(;n 
he made bis rejiort to the Corporotion. Hut the 
Professors in their Manifesto, defend the princi- 
ple that a subscription to articles of Faith, is 
^l made only for ** substance of doctrine." They 
r*lidmit that Dr. Taylor does hold and teach doc- 
f* 'Itrines contrary to those contained in the Say- 
«hs- 1 brook PI atform. They say , mor eov ct , V\\\v\. vj\\\\v\ 
^^ofesHor elect, he **had ccrtaiu VludvjWXv^'^'^ 
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from personal intercourse with the founders, that 
had he embraced every minute doctrine of the 
Confession, it would have been considered a de- 
cisive disqualification for the office." This is 
certainly a very extraordinary declaration; and 
it naturally suggests several inquiries. 

What could be the object of the founders, to 
require their Professor to give his unqualified 
assent to a creed, and then inform him that if he 
did comply with their requisition fully and stii- 
cerely, they should consider him disqualified for 
the office ? Was such a thinor ever heard of be- 
fore on the face of the globe ? Why did they 
not prescribe such a creed as they should be will- 
ing to have their Professor subscribe, ex animo, 
and without reservation ? Or if it was tjieir in* 
tention that assent should be given to the creed 
'* for substance of doctrine,'' why did they not say 
so ? And if Dr. Taylor intended to give his as- 
sent only " for substance of doctrine,'' why did 
he not say so ? If he had informed the Corpo- 
ration, that he could not give an unqualified as* 
sent to the creed, and if the Corporation had 

. been authorized by the founders to accept, and 
had actually accepted of a qualified assent, the 
case would be different. 

But it does not appear that the Corporation 
are authorized to accept of any but an unqualifi- 
ed assent ; and so far as appears, the assent given 
by Dr. Taylor was unqualified. And is the doe- 
trine to be maintained and defended, that when 
persons give their assent to Confessions of Faith 
m the most solemn manner, and in the most on- 
qualified language, they are not to be understood 

as meaning what they a:&Tm 1 
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Besides— on what is this Professorship found- 
ed, and for what cause are the Corporation re- 
quired to dismiss the Professor from office ? The 
founders, so far as appears from their statutes, 
make it the duty of the Corporation to dismiss 
the Professor ^om office, if he holds or teaches 
doctrines contrary to those contained in the 
Platform. Yet it is admitted that the present 
Professor does hold and teach doctrines contrary 
to those above referred to. But it is contended, 
that he is not liable, on this account, to impeach- 
ment, because he had '' certain knowledge from 
personal intercourse with the founders," that it 
is their will that he should hold and teach doc- 
trines contrary to the Confession to which they 
have required his free assent in the most unqual- 
ified terms. What then is the creed by which 
this Professor is bound? Is it the Saybrook 
Platform " for substance of doctrine ?" But this 
is not mentioned by the founders. And if we 
may suppose it to have been so understood, how is 
it to be ascertained what is implied in subscrip- 
tion to a creed " for substance of doctrine V* 
How much may be rejected, and still the sub- 
stance be retained ? Who shall draw the line, 
and where shall the line be drawn ? 

But I have still another question in relation to 
this subject. Can a person be truly said to re- 
ceive a confession of Faith ** for substance of 
doctrine," when in his view that confession con- 
tains the most destructive errors? According 
to Dr. Taylor, the Saybrook Platform contains 
principles which lead by legitimate consequence 
to "the very worst of heresies" — ^** \.o\5ivYs«t^'?\- 
Jan, to InAdelity, and to Atheism" — ^x\TkRi\\ 



/ 
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which involye the positions, that '* sin is agoo< 
thing" — " good in itself — " the only real good t 
man" — ^that ** when men sin, they do the ver 
best thing they can do" — that '' God is the re 
sponsible author of sin" — that *' the terms o 
salvation, and the exhibition of motives to com 
ply with them, are a delusive dockery" — tha 
" God is a criminal tempter" — that ** in no re 
spect is satan more truly criminal as a tempte 
than God is" — that *' we ought to praise God fo 
all the sin which we and others have ever com 
mitted" — that "the worst kind of moral actioj 
is the best" — and that " mankind are bound U 
believe that they shall please and glorify Go4 
more by sin, than by obedience, and therefore U 
act accordingly." Now is it possible for a mai 
to receive ** for substance of doctrine," a Con 
fession of Faith, when he believes it to contaii 
such horrid and blasphemous errors ? 

In this Manifesto, as I have already remarked 
the Professors take notice of the establishmeDi 
of the Seminary at East Windsor, and endeavoi 
to make the impression that the founders and 
friends of the new institution are laboring undei 
a delusion in supposing that any important erron 
are taught in the New Haven School ; and thai 
under the influence of this delusion, they have 
gone forward to establish a Seminary which is 
not called for, and ought not to be patronized bj 
the Christian public. This attack called fortli 
the Appeal of the Trustees, which I have al- 
ready mentioned. To this Appeal, the Pr6fe» 
sors replied, in a manner and with a spirit, whiol 
did them little credit. About the same time tbi 
Her, Mr. Dow published a i^^m^WeV^^^ ^^ 
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of which iff to ffbow what iff the New Haven Di- 
f initjr. It iff made up of extracu from the wri- 
ting* of the New Haven DivineH, together with 
ffOflie ffhort eonimentM, ffuiti^ii to hIiow the nature 
and tendeney of their doctriiK^H. Thin hook ia 
very uaeful to any one who w'lnlutn lo ascertain 
what the new divinity of N<?w Krif^land in, with- 
out k>oking over the variouH piihlicationH in 
whieh it baa been taught for the la^t ei^ht or 
ten yearff. 

I am yourH, very aflTectionately. 



LETTER X. 



Mareh 15, 107. 

Mt Dear Brother : 

You desire to know what has been Dr. Beech- 
er's course in relation to the recent controTcr- 
sies in New England, and to what extent he has 
identified himself with the New Haven divines. 
I regret exceedingly that there should be anj 
occasion for such inquiries. A minister of Dr. 
Beecher's age and standing in the church, ought 
to be " an epistle known and read by all men." 
There ought to be no cause for doubt or sopi- 
cion in regard to his theological opinions. And 
yet, I suppose it to be true, that notwithstanding 
all which has been said and written by himseli 
and others, there are even now, very different 
opinions in regard to his doctrinal views. There 
are those who do not hesitate to affirm that, on 
most points at least, he is a thorough Calvinist, 
and that his sentiments are entirely opposed to 
the New Haven speculations ; while there are 
others who are equally confident that his views, 
in the main, coincide with those of Dr. Taylor. 
How he has contrived to m^^ \.Vv«ee diffiSrent 
MmpregBiona on the mmda o^ d\%<ex^XL\. Y^^^kr^^ 
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alffy and I may add, on the minds of the same 
indmduals, at different times, i» a question which 
some have found it very difficult to answer. 

That he does not a^rec on all points with the 
New Ilavcn divines, is certainly true, if any con- 
fidence is to be reposed in the statements con- 
tained in his ** Views in Theolocry/' recently 
published. On the doctrine of oritrinal sin, for 
instance, his views and theirs are irrcconcileably 
at variance. Instead of inaintaining that ** man- 
kind come into the world with the same nature 
in kind as that with which Adam was. created,'' 
that '' they possess no constitutional propensity 
to sin/' that ** infants are innocent," or have 
'' no moral character," that ** they sustain the 
same relation to the moral government of God as 
brate animals," he maintains directly the oppo- 
site of these opinions. He says : 

'* It would seem that I am supposed to hold 
the Pelagian doctrine on the subject ; that 1 deny 
that Adam was the federal head and represen- 
tative of his race — that the covenant was made 
not only with Adam, but also with his posterity ; 
that the guilt of his sin was imputed to them ; 
that there is any such thin^ as native depravity ; 
or that infants are depraved. That on the con- 
trary I hold and teach, that infants are innocent, 
and as pure as Adam befcire the fall ; and that 
each one stands or falls for himself, as he rises 
to persona] accountability; and that there is 
no such thing as originiJ sin, descending 
from Adam by ordinary generation ; and that 
original sin is not sin, or in any sense de- 
nerving of God's wrath and c\it«^. W^'h« 
ever/ one of these asBuined enoiik ot \ck^ Ssl\^« 
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I 4^5 t^ be m jT ftiith/' ll#; fMj<i «lw), ''Adam 
ffM erMfM holy^ Mvd p\tw>t:4 in » Ktioe ^ prob*' 
tiofi, the eon9ie#|fjenf;e9f of which were f/^ extendi imc 
only Ui him?ielf, hnt t/^ hn j^^Merity, If he«/>f>- 
linur:^! holy, they wouM Jje P/^irn h^Wy. If he >#e- 
f»ifne Jii «if finer, h» chiMren won Id ft>e U^rn de* 

JftatfA. ffi tfie hour of ttrnt'^HUfftt, hefell,«A4 
rm roR A woHUf the inhertt^riee of liie, an#l e»- 
Uiied ijfK^n it the >t^l \u\\f'.iiX9infM of def^r^viiy 
ftfi#l wo. For, if hv //ir^ m^fi'i ofTeriee 4eatb 
reigned by one, how did d^r^th reij/n by one 
niMi'ff offi^ee, if th'; depr^.v ity of hi« riu!^ wm 
not the e/^nne^iuene^r of hi^ <iin ? f f hiiit pofcter- 
ity tire b/^rn h^dy, {luufftjiui) Mid f^e^vmie Mnnen 
by their own aet, fininfluenced by what Adam 
did, then deMh enters the world n^A by one man; 
bnt by ^rvery man. And *»/» death haa pw»e4 
u\9ffu alJ men, for that all have ^finned ; pajwMd 
tip<(ffi infant«i fKy-<^Min(( a deprared nzMn, 
th'/o^fh they ha/f n'4 e/»mmitted actual ain. They, 
«a well aa a#bjlt« are nnhy'Ci Uj pain and dealJt 
They, a.« well a^i adfilM, need a Haviour, and a 
cYmngif: of heart by the floly Cih/^jft t/f lit them 
for heaven/' He <iay4i attain, *' ^>ri(^inaJ aio ii 
the effect of Adam'iH «iin uf^^n the con«ititoti/« cd 
hi* race, in eonM;#)ijenee of hiji Usins; their Me* 
ral head and r^r#:iientati$e, by divine appr/tftP 
ment or c/^venant/' '' It c^^n^intiH in the perver- 
ftfon of tb'/ae e/^nntitiitional pr»wer«i and aoac^p- 
tibiiftie^i, which in Adam l^.fore the fail eventoa^ 
ted in a/'.tual and f##;rf^:ct ol/edj^:nc^;, and which, 
in tli/;ir f^:r verted condition by the fall, evento- 
ate in actual and t//tal deyir^vitv/' *' It ia a biai 
£V le»//e//cyr of nature if» arAn^V «tu\, vdhich baflka 
mii uBfjfUf^m^ and all titflutnicve,, iiXiotx «A ^>icm«|bi 
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tenee, to prevent its eTentuation in total actual 
depravity, or to restore the perverted will and 
affections to holj obedience/' ** It is denomina- 
ted by Edwards, and justly, an exceedingly evij 
and depraved nature.'' 

In these passages, Dr. Beecher advances the 
very principles which Dr. Taylor represents as 
involving the positions that '* God is the respon- 
sible author of sin/' that '' to sin is the very 
end of man's creation, the highest end of his 
being, the chief end of man,'^ that *' man is 
doomed to sin by a natural and fatal necessity," 
that " he is naturally unable to avoid sin, and be- 
come holy, and therefore is not a moral agent," 
** that the terms of salvation, and the exhibition 
of motives to comply with them are a delusive 
mockery," that *' the true and only reason why 
sinners are lost, is not, that they do not act, but 
that God does not," and that *' in respect to any 
capacity for happiness from the objects of right 
affection, man as he is constituted by his Maker, 
is like a stone or corpse." 

On the subject of God's ability to prevent sin, 
and sanctify the hearts of men, the statements of 
Dr. Beecher are also entirely opposed to those 
which have come from the New Haven school. 
Just notice the following statement of Dr. Tay- 
lor : ** How is it that God says, Isaiah v. 4, that 
he has done all that can be done to bring sinners 
to repentance, when he could do more if he 
would, and would do more, did he not, on the 
whole, prefer their continued sin to their repent- 
ance ? ' My child,' says a father, * never steal ; 
never lie ; I have no pleasure at ^11 l\\»X ^^>^ 
should, compared with being VvoneoX ^xA \.x\5a.%. 



00 IMtlOTH A2VD FKOrjREM 

' But then, my child/ hr« procj^dn, ' I j^eatlj pre- 
fer, on the whole, that you should itteal and lie, 
at lea.Mt in nine c;u»«:<{ tHii ftf U:n ; for ffteaJini; 
and ly'iTt'jr, in thes#; in<ftanceM, will l^e the he«rt 
thini( y*>*^ ^'^'1 do ; and thofj^rh f hhall do every 
thin;^ that can he done to mtcim: your olie/Jience 
to my law, yet f could do much more if I would ; 
and f would do it, if 1 did not, on the whole, 
prefer your Ktealinj; and l>in{( to hon^-frty and 
truth." ' Compare this with the following from 
Th, B#?echer: 

" That fiod iH able, hv his direct and immedi- 
9t*i power to approach the mind in tsary faculty, 
and to touch all the «<prin^M of action and affec- 
tion, I have nnvtsr (Utuuttl or douhted. And that 
he isahle, hy the direct int/:rfKiMition of his pow- 
er, Hft to rttcitfy the mind of man a.s diiKirdered 
by the fall, a.H that the consequence would bf;thft 
immediate, unper verted exerci.M; of the will and 
affections in oUidience, is just hh evident hs that 
(iffd can crftHUt minds in such a condition that 
they will, in these respects, ^o ri^ht from the 
be^innin;^. f have no sympathy for the opinion 
that it dep'rnds on sinners whether they be re- 
l^enerated or not, in the day of his fK>wer — m 
that Ood noKH am. hk ca.%', and leaves the erent 
of fiuhmission or not, to reU-J man. 7'he pa«» 
ges quoted to prove Kiich an assertion are misun- 
derst^H/d and perverted. The texts, 'what could 
have \f('j',fi done more to my vineyard that f hare 
not done in it,' Ms a. v. 4.) and ' he could not do 
many mi;/hty works there Uicause of their unbe- 
lief,' and other kindred passa^^es do not teach 
that God in ever efficac'touMy reHiHied by any sin- 
ii»/ whom he attismptu to hu\)due, ui ^ifiL^Osmt 
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18 any sinner on earth so stubborn and obstinate 
that Ood could not reconcile him if it seemed 
good in his sight. The limitation is of God's 
unerring wisdom, and is the same as when 
it is said, he cannot deny himself, or cannot lie, 
or where God himself says, * though Moses and 
Samuel stood before me, yet my mind could not 
be towards this people.' " 

This, you will perceive, is in direct opposition 
to the views of Dr. Taylor. And not only so. 
Dr. Beecher has here advanced the very princi- 
ple which, according to Dr. Taylor, " leads to 
Universalism, to Infidelity, and to Atheism," 
*^ the principle which, in the hands of Voltaire, 
and other enemies of the gospel, has spread infi- 
.delity and atheism to such a fearful extent 
throughout Europe," and which involves all the 
horrid blasphemies which he has charged upon 
Drs. Woods and Tyler. 

A large part of Dr. Beecher's book is adapted 
to make a favorable impression upon the minds 
of orthodox readers. On all the subjects of 
which he treats, except that of moral agency, his 
statements, so far as they go, will be regarded 
as generally sound. On this topic, however, 
(moral agency) he has advanced principles which 
lead inevitably to Arminian conclusions. And 
on some other topics, his statements do not con- 
tain a full view of his sentiments. On the doc- 
trine of regeneration, for instance, no one would 
conjecture from what he has published, ** that 
he does not believe in the direct and immediate 
agency of the Holy Spirit in regeneration." 

Yet such is not his belief, unleaa Ke Viw^ ^^ 
recentlj altered his opinion. He m^uXAXXA 
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happen to know from repeated conyersations ^ 
him on the subject, that the Holy Spirit ne 
operates directly on the heart in regenerati 
(except perhaps in the case of infants, idi< 
d^c.) but only through the medium of truth i 
motives — that the influence of the Spirit i 
persuasive influence, analogous to the influe] 
which one man exerts over the mind of anotl 
This is what has been denominated the doctr 
of Divine moral suasion.'' It is the same d 
trine which was maintained by a certain popi 
preacher of the present day, when he ss 
" Were I as eloquent as the Holy Ghost, I co 
convert sinners as well as He" and the sa 
doctrine which is taught by Mr. Finney, in 
sermon on making a new heart, in which he si 
" In renewing men, the Spirit employs mei 
He does not come and take right hold of 
heart, and perform an operation upon it; but 
presents motives; he persuades by means 
truth, and the heart is overcome. To chai 
men's hearts requires only the presentation 
truth by the Spirit of God. His influence < 
fers not at all from that of the preacher exc 
in degree." This sermon Mr. Finney preacl 
in Boston, at the time of which Dr. Beecl 
speaks when he says, *' It will be long befor 
again hear so much truth with as little to obj 
to, in the manner of its exhibition, in the sa 
space of time." 

Most of Dr. Beecher's book, as I have alrei 

intimated, is adapted to make the impression t] 

he does not adopt the peculiarities of the N 

Haven School. And many things which he fa 

at divers times, said to Vi\& \ii\!\m^\ft^\^XL<^^ 
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he knew were opposed to these peculiarities, 
(saeh u Dr. Porter, Dr. Woods, Dr. Tyier, Mr. 
Netdeton, dtc.) have (>een adapted to make the 
same impression on their rninds. lie has some- 
times spoken freely, and in terms of strong dis- 
approbation of Dr, Tayloi^H writings, and of the 
manner in which he had conciucted the contro- 
Tcrsy. He has al.so inruJe Huch statements in 
regard to his own sentiinents, a» to convince 
them that he could not adopt the New Haven 
opinioos. 

But notwitlistandin^ all this, truth obliges me 
to say, that, in my apprehenMion, Dr. Beecher 
is in a high degree rch^Hinsible for the spread of 
these opinions. It is through his influence, 
more than that of any other man, that they have 
gained so much favor in the eyes of the commu- 
nity. He has been an apologist for them. He 
has had no sympathy with those who have been 
distressed on account of them ; but has uni- 
formly frowned on every expression of alarm. 
He has insisted that the New Haven divines are 
orthodox, and that their sentiments are fraught 
with no dangerous tendencies. lie has express- 
ed it as his " full and deliberate belief/' that 
these sentiments ^* will prevail and predominate 
both in New England and elsewhere/' He has 
occasionally thrown out intimations '' that the 
theology of New England is running down to 
natural inability, and old Calvinism — and wait- 
ing God's time, and formality, and Triangular- 
ism," — ^that ** old Calvinism must go down," — 
that, ** the system of Calvinism needs to be ex- 
amined and discussed by a ue>N %\u\. c^xx^xw^i^ 
investigation of ali the po'iiilti" — ^;a\^ \Xv»x ^^ca 
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h^^tn U> know Uotu fttf^iiUA i-^mvenuAMiMM vitJb 
hint on ilun ¥ubj<^;t, th«l ili^ Holy Sf^irit tt«v«f 
ofM^rnu^ dirtctly on iiuie ittari iu rej^«t«ier«tMi, 
(exjcqyt |^rh«|/t ill th<^ c»vs of ifif«/iU, i4ioU, 
A:.c.y but okJv throii;^h th«; mtdtum oi' Uutb w«d 
fM'AJt<;to — tii«t t^Af; lufiii^Ai^A: oi OtJk Hpint i* ft 

mhich ofi«; matfi <rs<rrU ov«;r th': mifid oC ktiKA^jusr. 
Tltik ife vtijait |j«a: f><-><7fi tifjiOunhHVt'A x\yt: ^oKXrimt 
^A** hnmti luotit.] iiM^j^iou.'' It U x\yt h^au^i ^*iit> 

M/liV^rft tihUiint iLt w<r)J air Ji«;/" «fid tij4 MUM 

4f^-M'tnt ^hii'Ai ifc Uu^^ht by Mr. yiun*:r, in im 
^t^ni/m otk m^iuyf. a fj^^w h^t^fX^ m vihich ii« miv^ 
**\n rtm*fwih^ m''M, xiin H;/irit «;r/i|;Joy» lueuifc. 
Il<? d'>«;is n'A ty/nt^. «iid uk^; ri;;i/i ii'iid of tJk 
}i/(;4ft; «fjd i^-ri'onti Hu oiMir^iion uy*Mi it ; bui htt 

yr*rt^Uit IliOliV'rfc; ii4: j>i:r):U4<i<rK by Ul<^^UM of 

i/i'rf«'fe h<;«iri>'. n:'\tjir*:tt only ihf, yrtzinicnVtXiou *A 
Uuii* by Ui<: Hpifit oC Oo'i. ilife ififlu^i^M; dif- 

ill tUr^^rt:*:.'' T Ijjft Jtirfiiioii Mr. FjurKry yr^w;hii^ 
in H<^umj al im: Dj/j*; oC iAbi';ti lir. K^s^ici^tf 
«|^«ikt: »»b«-li b<: fc;:\fc. *' Jl MilJ i/<; Jo/j;f }^fof^ J 
«;(4J/i b<:ar i^y //;ij«:b Irutij v, jfb 3l»: JutJ<: t/> ob/7^ 
t/y; jrj lK<r fu>.uu*:r oi lU <r2bjbitiOli, tfj tiin^ MUM 

M'/*;t of hr iit'i:<:h<ii a \f*/**k. ^a J b«ve «J/t:»djr 
luUfuitU'A, m 3i.<i'4ijUi*j t/j m'<k*', tb«; imitrtikmum tjhil 
h<; <i<>«;i! liot ^oj/t tb<? )/«;<; lili^r it i^te of tUe Xev 
yy« * <r/i Hch*/*A . A fid Hi « /i y t )i i ij j(fc h b kJj JIm; fcai^ 
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he knew were opponed to i\wm poftiilinritifN, 
(fiuch as Dr. Portor, Dr. WoocIk, Dr. Tylrr, Mr. 
Nettletoriy ^c.) havo liooii ndnpUMl to tiinkt^ ihi^ 
name imprcmioti on tluMr iniiidH. I In lian notiu)- 
timen MpokVm frncly, mid in trrnm of Mtron^ diH- 
approbation of Dr. Tiiylnf^n writin^H, and of the 
manner in which hn had cnndiirtrd thn r.fintro- 
verMy, \Ui Uhh also iniuU: nucJi HlatiMiicntN in 
regard to hin own HtMitimcnlH, an to rdnvinro 
them that ho could not ndopl thn New llav<m 
opinionii. 

But notwithHtandin/u^ ail thJN, truth ohlif^fut me 
to nay, that, in my apprfdu'iiHion, Dr. lieecher 
in in a hi^h decree n^HpouMihh* for tUv. Hprnad of 
theite opinionrt. It Ih through Iiih inilui*nr(!, 
more than that of any othnr man, that thity havi) 
gained no much favor in the aytin of tlu; commu- 
nity. He haM heon an apoio^int for th(:m. ffe 
hnn had no Hympathy with thorns who have iNien 
dixtreffffed on account of them ; but han uni* 
formly frowned on evf;ry expreHnion of alarm. 
He han inifiMted thiit the New Haven divineM are 
orfhwJox, and that their MfintimentM are fraught 
with no danj(erouM tendenci(!H. lie liaH expreM- 
ed it an Win ** full and df;liber»le UtA'wS/* that 
tluine MentimentM *' will prevail and predominate 
Uith in New Kn((land and elsewhere/' He han 
fiecaxionally thrown out intimatiouN ** that the 
iUiUfUffry of New Knt^land Ih runriin{( down Ut 
natural inability, and old Calvinism — and wait^ 
in(( OodV time, and formality, and Trian((ular- 
j«m/'— that ** old i/alviniftm mu>»t jfo down,"— 
that, ** the HyMtem of ('alviniHui uf^th to l>e te%^ 
aunine^l iuii\ flincunntul by a ue.w iii\<\ ^i(\iy^ 
iaregtigBtiim of sdl the |K»iuU/*— 'A&\d ^^mX 



94 CmiQlK AND PROGRESS 

result will be, '' the sifting out of false pkiloso* 
phy/' and the burning up of " wood, hay, and 
stubble," enough of which he thinks there is even 
in New England, ** if brought out and laid on 
one pile to make a great bonfire." Although I 
write *' cur rente calamo," I am not writing at ran- 
dom. I state nothing of which I have not the 
proof in my possession. 

In the mean time, the New Haven divines and 
all their adherents, have considered Dr. Beecher 
as agreeing with them in sentiment, and siding 
with them in their controversies. They have 
not hesitated to make use of his name, in 
public and in private, in conversation, in letters, 
and through the press, to promote the prevalence 
of their views ; and so far as I have known, he 
has not been disposed to contradict their state- 
ments. He has seemed, at least, to be willing to 
have them understand that he did accord with 
them in their views and measures. 

Dr. Taylor has been in the habit of submit- 
ing his controversial articles to Dr. Beecher for 
inspection previous to their publication. This 
was the fact in regard to the Review of Dr. Ty- 
ler's remarks, published in the Christian Specta- 
tor, for September, 1832, some account of which 
I gave you in my seventh letter. It was tme in 
regard to Dr. Taylor's communications for the 
Spirit of the Pilgrims, in his controversy with 
Dr. Tyler. In one instance, Dr. Beecher took 
so much- liberty with a communication, that Dr. 
Taylor in a subsequent number had occasion to 
make the following remark : '' Here I shall first 
advert to an error in phiaseolo^ which ^ though 
not mtf own^ occurred in aoxne \ti&v«iis.«»^\ 
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reply to Dr. Tyler's remarks. This arose from the 
insertion of a passage, while my reply was passing 
through the press by one of the conductors of the 
Spirit of the Pilgrims. For the liberty thus taken, 
I am not disposed to censure my friend, consider* 
mg our long intimacy, and the coincidence of our 
Tiews on theological subjects, and the desire from 
which it sprung of giving an additional illustra- 
tion of ray opinions." 

That Dr. Beecher is the " friend,'' here referred 
to, was well understood, and you will perceive 
that Dr. Taylor here, in this public manner, 
clairas ** a coincidence of views," with Dr. 
Beecher, " on theological subjects." This was 
published under Dr. Beecher's own eye, and suf- 
fered to pass without contradiction. All the 
young men who have come out from the New 
Haven School, and all others who have adopted 
the peculiar sentiments of that School have rep- 
resented Dr. Beecher as an advocate of these 
sentiments. It has been proclaimed by them 
through the length and breadth of the land ; and 
it is owing to their representations more than to 
those of any other persons, that the orthodoxy 
of Dr. Beecher has been so extensively suspected. 
Some of his intimate friends, particularly Mr. 
Nettleton, did for a long time feel authorised 
to contradict these representations. He did 
suppose, from statements which Dr. Beecher 
made to him, and from writings which he read to 
him, and which he talked of publishing, that he 
did not agree with Dr. Taylor, and that he 
intended he should so understand him. Accord- 
ingly, when he found at the BouXVi^ t^q\V& vcl^vl* 
ciuMiioa that Dr. Beecher accot&^SuXvsa^ ^^^Ok^ 
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nal riewB with the New Haven dirinet, he took the 
liberty to contradict them. Whererer he went he 
▼indicated Dr. Beecher, and it was in conaequenee 
of hifl rq>reaentationfl that Dr. Miller and Dr« 
Green were led to repose that confidence in Dr, 
Beecher which wan expressed in their letters to 
him which he exhibited on his trial. But io 
1880, Dr. Beecher called Mr. Nettleton to an 

- account* for reporting that he did not agree with 
Dr. Taylor. Since that time, he has not felt at 
liberty to contradict the representations which 
the friends of the New Haren Dirinity hare been 
continually making. 

From what I hare written, you will percetre 
that in the estimation of some of his brethreif 
the course of Dr, Beecher has not been, in all 
respects, so consistent as it might hare been^ 
What you experienced when you heard him 
preach two sermons during the session of the 
last General Assembly is a specimen of the ex* 
perience of some of his brethren for a course 
of years. Their hearts hare been alternately 
rejoiced and pained. They have lored Dr. 
Beecher. They have often listened to his roiee 
with intense delight They hare blessed God for 
the good accomplished through his instnimea- 
tality, and they have been griered and distressed 
that his influence should be perverted to promote 
the prevalence of what they believe to be danger^ 
oos error* 

For many years afler his first settlement io 

New England, he enjoyed the entire confidence 

of his brethren. He, and Dr. Porter and Dr. 

Htrrej, and Or. Tyler, were Vocatod in neigh' 

hariag pBTiMbeB, and lived on tttinm ot idcut^tNii* 
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Mit intimacy. He and Mr. Nettleton were true 
jTokefellows in the cause of reyivals. In those 
lays, we heard from him no suspicions of a ten- 
lency in New England ministers to " hyper-Cal- 
anism and antinomian fatality ;" and no intima- 
icms of the necessity of a reform in the system 
>f New England orthodoxy. Those were days 
>f peace and harmony, and brotherly love among 
iie ministers of New England. But we have 
iallen on other times. That harmony of senti- 
nent which so long prevailed exists no longer. 
Sew doctrines have been broached, and are zeal- 
dusly propagated ; and to what extent the defec- 
tion may be suffered to go, is known only to Him 
irho seeth the end from the beginning. But it is 
eonsoling to reflect that Zion's God reigneth, and 
that he is able to bring light out of darkness, 
and order out of confusion, and to overrule all 
the commotions of this sin-distracted world for 
the promotion of his own glory, and the greatest 
poauble good. 

I am yours, very affectionately. 



LETTER XI. 



Itucli 90, VStl. 

Mt Dear Brother : 

You will naturally inquire to what extent does 
the new divinity prevail in New England? — in 
other words, how large a proportion of the New 
England ministers adopt the peculiar sentiments 
of the New Haven School ? On this point, I 
can only give you my opinion, as I have no datt 
from which to make out an accurate calculation. 
Different individuals would doubtless give diffe^ '[ 
ent answers to this question. The New Haven ; 
divines would probably tell you that their views 
prevail very extensively in New England; thst 
quite a large proportion of the ministers adopt " 
them. I am satisfied, however, that theii* esti- 
mates are far from being correct. 

It appears from Dr. Porter's letter to Dr. 
Beecher, that when he informed him that one of ' 
his brethren was dissatisfied on hearing him -^ 
preach a certain sermon. Dr. Beecher acknowi- ;' 
edged that probably three fourths of his brethren j 
would have had the same feelings in the save |^ 
circumstances* i^. 
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In a letter to a friend, dated August 6, 1833, 
!)r. Porter says : '' Our orthodox community for 
lear a century had been but little disturbed, till 
hia new luminary appeared, and volunteered to 
hed darkness on the world. He wrote and talk- 
ed and talked and wrote ; and what has been the 
esult ? The great body of ministers said for a 
Fhile, * we do not know what he means.' He 
laa been reputed sound in the faith, and all this 
aunted originality, consisting of novelty and 
ibacurity in diction, and paradoiucal boldness, 
s at bottom rather bad taste, than bad theology. 
[le complained of the obtuseness of readers that 
^uJd not understand him ; — wrote again — and 
lien again ; and then complained bitterly that so 
nany misunderstood him. After a long time, a 
Sew men say, * Dr. Taylor is right, and Calvinism 
IB wrong' — a few others, much fewer than he 
mpposes, say, * Dr. Taylor is right, and Calvin- 
ism 18 right too— he is a consistent Calvinist.' 
This latter number is not one tenth of the New 
ESngland ministers, and not one hundredth of 
those that are thirty-five years old. The great 
body of ministers now say he is wrong — not al- 
together so, of course — but wrong on his own 
favorite points." 

Such was the language of Dr. Porter in 1832. 
Dr. Woods, in his eighth letter published in 1830, 
says : " I feel myself constrained to say, that the 
theory which you adopt in distinction from the 
common theory, appears to me, generally, so far 
as I understand it, to be unscriptural and of dan- 
gerous tendency. And the more I examine it, 
the farther I am from being salvaged viV^ \\.. 
And this is the case with the oriViodoiL coxtvRvvcEiv 
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ty, to an extent, as I have reason to think, far 
beyond your apprehension. Compared with the 
whole body of Congregational and Presbyterian 
ministers, there are very few who embrace year 
opinions." Whether these estimates are correct 
or not, I am confident that Dr. Taylor's peculiar- 
ities are adopted far less extensively than be u 
wont to imagine. Indeed, I have rarely met with 
a minister, excepting those young men who hare 
been educated in his school, who is willing to 
express his unqualified approbation of Dr. Tay- 
lor's speculations. Many even of those who are 
apologists for these speculations, and who lend 
their influence to promote their prevalence, are 
unwilling to be considered Taylorites, and are 
very careful to tell you that they do not adopt all 
Dr. Taylor's opinions. Or if they do not object 
particularly to the doctrines of the New Haven 
School, they will tell you they do not like the 
spirit with which those doctrines are inculcated. 
1 have just seen a letter written a little more than , 
three years ago by a minister of some distinction 
in New England, who is considered by the New 
Haven divines as one of their warmest friends 
and adherents, in which he says : '' I am frank to 
say, that I see some things connected with the 
theological department in Yale College which I 
cannot approve. I refer to the speculative cast 
of the system there taught, and to the gt eai 
prominence which is given to some points, which, 
to say the least, are of very little importance, 
and are deemed by many to be of bad tendency. 
I probably see less to fear in their system on the i 
score of heresy than you Mid %ome others do. :, 
But I see much in ihespml widiftwsiTiKi VBL-si^Bi^ "^ 
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that STBtem is inculcated, which I deeply regret, 
and which I should heartily rejoice to see any 
jndicions measures adopted to correct." 

But a large proportion of the ministers of New 
England do not adopt any of the peculiar senti- 
ments of the New Haven School. Their views 
of doctrine accord with those inculcated in the 
writings of our standard divines ; such as Ed- 
wards Bellamy, Dwight, 6lc: But although the 
great mass of the New England ministers are 
sound in the faith, and united in their views of 
Christian doctrine, and in the rejection of the 
New Haven errors ; — yet they entertain different 
opinions as to the manner in which these errors 
should be regarded and treated. There are 
those, (and the number is not small) who regard 
them as dangerous — as tending to sap the foun- 
dation of the evangelical system. They look 
upon their prevalence with distress and alarm, 
and feel it to be their duty to bear their testimo- 
ny against them. You have already seen from 
the several extracts which I have given you from 
Dr. Porter's letters, in what point of light he re- 

garded them. The following statement of a 
iend, will show what were his feelings near the 
close of his life. 

^ ** I called on Dr. Porter more frequently the 
last two months of his life, (I believe I n\ay say 
the last three months,) than usual. There was 
something in his pale, consumptive face, and in 
his solemn interesting manner of conversing on 
the great truths of the gospel, and the errors 
which seemed coming in on the church, which 
were ver/ impTeaaiYe. When on lYifta^ NVKvVa,^ 

bsre beard him as many, at least, as vVvxeft ^^^ 
9* 
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ent times, and I beliere More than three, express 
his deep apprehension in regard to the sentiments 
of Dr. Tajlor. Once he said, ' It would take t 
hundred years to do away the evils brought oo 
the church by his speculations; that Dr. Taylor 
was taking a fearful responsibility on himself; 
that Edwards fought a great battle with the Ar- 
minians, and gained the victory, but now all was 
to be gone over again.' " 

Dr. Humphrey, in a letter written Nov. 4, 
1833, an extract from which was published in the 
Southern Religious Telegraph, says : " My opin- 
ion expressed freely and every where is, that the 
gentlemen there, (at New Haven) are bailding 
their system on philosophy, more than on the 
Bible ; that this philosophy is Arminian, and of 
course can never support a Calvinistic creed. 
The tendency of the scheme, I solemnly believe, 
is to bring in a flood of Arminianism, or rather 
perhaps, I ought to say Pelagianism upon om 
churches. Where this tendency will stop, I 
know not. If not arrested, I fear it may end in 
fundamental error." 

Dr. Woods in a letter to the Rev. Mr. Phini- 
mer, dated Feb. 8, 1836, says : " I bdieve what 
you say, that there is a perfect nnderstandinf 
among those in every part of our country who 
are opposed to Calvinism, and that they are ac^ 
ing in concert — that there is an alarming loose* 
ness among young preachers ; and that there is a 
fixed determination to maintain a party holding 
loose opinions — and that there must be a battle 
fought here and there and every where, (only let 
Mt not be fought with catnaV vie^^ti^.'^ kxui I 
Mgree with jou, that there ii\\i!^>ae u Irvcn^^ - 
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brotherly understanding among all who hold fast 
the great truths of the gospel, and that the love 
of the truth must bind them together, though 
they do not think exactly alike on minor points. 
I affree, too, that men of influence must fill up 
their voice, and that we ought - to make known 
what were the views of distinguished men, who 
have had a high reputation, hut who have gone 
to their rest, such as you mention. The fact is, 
that Dr. Porter, Mr. Kvnrts, and Dr. Cornelius, 
were most deeply alarmed and distressed with the 
loose speculations which have come from the 
New Haven School, and from Mr. Finney and 
others of that stamp. I know how they all felt, 
and what a full conviction they had thnt the no- 
tions which were peculiar to Dr. Taylor and Mr. 
Finney, would undermine the fair fabric of our 
evangelical churches, and spread a system far 
more unscriptural and pernicious than Wesleyan 
Methodism.'' Dr. Griinn, speaking of the New 
Haven sentiments, says : '' I consider the honor 
of raising to spiritual life, a world dead in tres- 
passes and sins, as one of the brightest glories 
of the Godhead ; and I have been grieved at my 
heart to see this honor taken away. This has 
been the severest cut of all." 

Dr. Tyler in his strictures, published in 1899, 
says : *' I cannot but express my conviction, that 
he, (Dr. Taylor) has taken positions which, when 
followed into their legitimate consequences, will 
lead to the subversion of the doctrines of grace." 
And again : ** Nothing but the fullest conviction 
of the dangerous tendency of these fipeculaXvo^%^ 
and the necessity of some couulexacAiuv^vcw^^*' 
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ence, could have induced the writer to q)pear ii 
this manner before the public" 

Mr. Nettleton, in a communication written b] 
him in Feb. 1834, afler having read an article ii 
the Christian Spectator, entitled, *' What is tb< 
real difference between the New Haven divine 
and those who oppose them?" shows that tlu 
positions laid down in that article tend to subver 
the scriptural doctrine of regeneration, and ob 
serves : " On the whole, their views of depravity 
of regeneration, and of the mode of preachiii| 
to sinners, I think, cannot fail of doing ver] 
great mischief. This exhibition overlooks tlM 
most alarming features of human depravity, anc 
the very essence of experimental religion. It ii 
directly calculated to prevent sinners from com 
ing iinder conviction of sin, and to make then 
think well of themselves while in an unregene 
rated state. It flatters others with the delusion, 
that they may give their hearts to God, or thii 
they have already done it, while their propensi' 
ty to sin remains in all its strength." " I know 
that converts may be made by hundreds and b) 
thousands on these principles with perfect ease, 
for so it has been in former times among diffisreat 
sects in New England, as I have had full oppo^ 
tunity to know. But piety never did and never 
will descend far in the line of these sentimentii 
Were I to preach the sentiments contained ia 
that article, I do solemnly believe that I should 
be the means of healing the hurt of awakenid 
sinners slightly, and be guilty of crying poaiSS> 
peace, when there is no peace, and of thrownf 
the whole weight of m^ iiiVQ[\«\fix\^ vqA»aiia« oi 
the aide of human rebe\\\oiv «k^«Ai»\. Q^^A^^ 
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These extracts will give you a specimen of the 
views and feelings which arc entertained by a 
large number of the miniHtcrH of New England. 
Such, however, are not the f(;olingH of all who 
do not adopt the peculiaritcM of the New Haven 
School. There are Home who, throutrh love of 
peace and dread of controversy , porsuade tlicm- 
selvcH that the beHt way to remedy the evil is to 
Jet it aJonc. OtherH, not having read much of 
the discHHsionH which have been publiHhed, and 
of course having only a vngue and indefinite 
knowledge of the pointH in coritroverHy, flatter 
theniselvcs that the difference in not ho great as 
many have supposed — while otherH, after having 
read some of Dr. Taylor's writings, and found 
themselves unable to understand them, have come 
to the conclusion . that nobody can understand 
him, and that all the diffculty originates in a mis- 
understanding. On this point I would just ob- 
serve, that if I)r. Taylor cannot write so that the 
most distinguished theolofrians in the land, such 
men as Dr. Forter, Dr. Woods, Dr. GrifTin, Dr. 
Humphrey, the Princeton Professors, ^c. can 
understand hiin, wliat kind f)f a teacher of the- 
ology must he be? Or to adopt the language of 
Dr. Porter to Dr. Beecher, ** if he cannot make 
clear heads combined with honest hearts, com- 
prehend his meaning, wliat sort of a system must 
bis Uj to enlighten and snve the world V 

Still, however, the New Haven sentiments do 
prevail to a considerable extent. 'I'hose who 
have been zeaioiiHly engaged in f>ropagating them, 
have enjoyed many advantages for the prosecution 
of their plans, and they have. »n>V Va\^ijii\\ n*\>\\- 
oat Bome succenn. 
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And what, you will ask, have been the pri 

cal results, so far as they baye been develop 

The answer to this inquiry, in the opinioi 

many, at least, is well expressed by a distingi 

ed and excellent minister in Connecticut, 

letter written Oct. 1, 1833. He says: " 

New Haven theology lowers, and lowers exc 

ingly the standard of our doctrines, of our : 

?aTs, and of real piety in and out of the S 

It turns every good thing downward, and { 

a strong descending impetus." Where t 

sentiments prevail, the great doctrines of the 

pel are not preached as they formerly were. 

views of doctrine are creeping into the chun 

and the character of revivals is evidently d< 

orating. The religious excitements which 

taken place where the new divinity is preac 

differ widely from the revivals which took ] 

eighteen, twenty, and twenty-five years 

Those revivals were remarkably pure, as 

has abundantly shown. They were chara< 

3Sed by deep and awfql solemnity, by powerful 

victions of sin, and by a remarkable exhifa 

of the fruits of the Spirit. The converts 

meek, humble, docile, and but few apostacie 

cqrred among them. But many of the relij 

excitements of the present day are very tram 

apd although a great number of conversio; 

sometimes reported, yet it not unfrequently 

pens that, within a short period, very few of 

are to be found. Many melancholy facts t 

be given on this subject. I will mention oi 

two. A year or two since, I was conversing 

a pious layman who Te&\dea in a town w 

eig'hteen months before, \\vetfe\v%.^\««a. ^ 
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be a Tery powerfal and extensive revival. I en- 
quired of him the state of religion. He said it 
was verj low. But I understand you had a very 
remarkable revival of religion in your town win- 
ter before last ** Yes/' said he, '* but converts 
do not seem to wear as they did formerly." 
Have not the subjects of that revival worn well ? 
" Not at all/' he replied. Great numbers, I un- 
derstoodf were supposed to be converted, how 
many of them have been added to the church ? 
'* Not more than six or seven, and some of those 
do not adorn their profession." 

In another town there was a religious excite- 
ment in 1833, where about forty youth were sup- 
posed to be converted. One year afterwards, I 
was informed that not one of them had made a 
profession of religion, or at that time gave any 
decisive evidence of piety. These are specimens 
of many facts which have occurred within a few 
years past in New England ; and not only where 
those wandering stars, Mr. Foote and Mr. Burch- 
ard, have been, but under the ministrations of 
settled pastors. It was not so under the labors 
of brother Nettleton ; nor under the labors of 
those New England pastors, through whose in- 
strunentality such accessions were made to the 
eharches at the commencement of the present 
centtiry. 

I am yours, very affectionately. 
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Mt Dkar Brothrr: 

As great pains have been taken to make the 
impression that the New Haven divinity is New 
England divinity, and in this way toawakenjeal* 
ousy and prejudice in the Presbyterian Church 
against the ministers and chnrchesof New Eng' 
land generally, I have thought it might be useful 
to devote a few ]ett<:rs to the object of correcting 
this impression. I have already remarked that 
the great bo<Iy of New England ministers ac^ 
cord in sentiment with our standard theological 
writers, such as Edwards, Bellamy, HopIiM, 
Dwight, Smalley, Strong, 6lc. What I now pro- 
pose to show is, that the New ITaven divines have 
departed from the views maintained by these wri- 
ters. Before I proceed however, to addnce di- ' 
rect proof of this allegation, T will just glance it 
the opinions which are entertained of their spec- 
ulations by different classes of the community' 
Their writings have been extensively read, not 
onh by Calvinists, but by professed Arminianf ^ 
todf l/jiitarians. AndYiovi u^iXve,^) \«,5|,vLd«iln[ ^ 
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these different classes of individuals 1 Are thej 
regarded as according with the writings of those 
who have heretofore been considered as Caivin- 
ists ? What is the opinion of those who are d^ 
nominated Old School divines in the Presbyte- 
rian church ? Is there an individual in this nu- 
merous class of ministers, who does not regard 
the New Haven divines as having departed wide- 
ly from the Cal^inistic system? What is the 
(pinion of such men as Dr. Richards, Dr, Spring, 
Dr. Woodbridge, Dr. Fisher, Dr. Hilyer, and 
many others in the Presbyterian Church, who, as 
Dr. Miller says, '' stil] possess no small share of 
New England feelings V* Do they regard the 
New Haven divines as consistent Calvinists 1 On 
the contrary, do they not think as unfavorably of 
their speculations as any in your church 7 And 
how are these speculations regarded by the most 
distinguished theologians of New England ? 
What were the views entertained of them by 
those venerable servants of God now at rest, Dr* 
Hyde, Dr. Porter, Mr. Evarts, and Dr* Corne- 
lius? Dr. Hyde, in a letter dated April 13, 1830, 
said, " I notice with much trembling the pro- 
gress of error in this land, and among the 
chnrches of New England. The New Haven 
scheme of theology is a broad step-stone to Ar« 
minianism. You may possibly live to have your 
attachment to the Lord Jesus Christ put to a 
severe test4 The doctrines of sovereign grace 
are more and more discarded." What were the 
views and feelings of Dr. Porter, Mr. Evarts and 
Dr. Cornelius, is sufficiently apparent from eic 
tracts inserted in my previous lellettt. KtA^V^ 
in the opimoaa of such livinst men aj&Wc^^T^ 
10 
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fin. Dr. Church, Dr. Woods, Dr. Humphrey, 6uc. 
*' My opinion/' says Dr. Humphrey, ** expressed 
freely, and everywhere, is, that the gentlemen 
there, (at New Haven) are building their system 
on philosophy more than on the Bible ; that this 
philosophy is Arminian, and can never support 
a Calvinistic creed. My solemn belief is, that 
the tendency of the scheme is to bring in a flood 
of Arminianism, or rather, perhaps I ought to 
say Pelagianism upon our churches." Dr. 
Humphrey has here expressed the ' opinion ' and 
solemn belief of very many of the most discrimi- 
nating and judicious ministers of New England. 
And what do professed Arminians think of these 
speculations ? The Rev. Dr. Fiske, President 
of the Wesleyan University, in his reply to Pro- 
fessor Fitch's Review of his sermon on Predesti- 
nation, says, ''Ifl understand the reviewer, he is 
in principle an Arminian. The reviewer's whole 
ground of defence is solely this Arminian expla- 
nation of the doctrine of predestination. He 
acknowledges, nay, boldly asserts, in a strain of 
rugged controversy with his brethren who may 
differ from this view of the subject, that there if 
no other explanation by which the arguments of 
the sermon can be avoided ; that is, as I unde^ 
stand it, the only way to avoid the arguments 
against the doctrine of Calvinian predestination, 
is to give it up and assume the Arminian senti* 
ment. I cannot approve of the acviewer's use 
of terms, though to my understanding he hu 
evidently given the doctrine of predestination not 
merely a new dress, but a new character, yet he 
more than intimates thai \1 \« the old doctrine, 
with only a new meOnod o( «iL\\Asi-ei\Qi^. kiik 
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K> confident is the reviewer, that he still believes 
n the fact of predestination in the old Calvinis- 
ic sense, that in stating his sentiments on this 
labject, he uses the same forms of expression 
irhich Calvin ists have used when their meaning 
iras as distant from his as the two poles from 
;ach other. I feel safer in understanding the 
reviewer in an Arminian sense, because he and 
K>me others take it very ill of me that I have 
represented them as Calvinists. By God's fore- 
ordaining whatever comes to pass, he only means 
that God foresaw that sin would certainly take 
place, and predetermined that he would not hin- 
der it, either by refraining from creating moral 
agents, or by throwing a restraint upon them 
that would destroy their free agency ; in short, 
that he would submit to it as an evil unavoidably 
incident to the best possible system, afler doing 
all that he wisely could do to prevent it. This 
is foreordaining sin! that is, predetermining 
that it should be ! I cannot but express my 
deepest regret that a gentleman of the review- 
er's standing and learning should lend his aid, 
and give his sanction to such a perversion of lan- 
guage, to such a confusion of tongues. Do the 
words predestinate, foreordain, decree, mean in 
common language, or in their radical and criti- 
cal definition, nothing more than to permit, not 
absolutely to hinder — to submit to as an unavoid- 
able but offensive evil ? The reviewer certsHnly 
will not pretend to this. The use of these terms 
by those who believe as I understand the review- 
er to believe, is the more unjustifiable, becauieft 
they are used by most Calvimslic ^.wVVvot^ *vc^ ^ 
di^rent sense. Why then shouXd t\vft xcsww«t^ 
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belieTiDg as he does, continue to use them i 
symbols of his faith? Different persons i 
give different answers to such a question, 
one, I would prefer he should answer it hii 
His mode of explanation turns the doctrine 
Arminianism. But the sermon was never 
ten to oppose those who hold the decrees of 
in an Arminian sense. Why then, doei 
reviewer complain of the sermon? It 8 
that Calvinism, in its proper character is a 
noxious to the reviewer as to the author o 
sermon. If it is^afer to attack Calvinisi 
this indirect way, I will not object. But I ct 
see that it would be safer. An open, bold i 
always ends best. As I understand the revi< 
from the days of John Calvin down to the 
ent hour, there is, on this point, between 
great body of Calvinists and himself, almo 
likeness except in the use of words. The 
one doctrine, his another. Why then, do< 
hail from that party, and hoist their signals 
then, afler seeming to get the victory by es] 
ing the very cause of the assailed, encourage 
Calvinists to triumph, as if their cause had 
successful ?" 

Dr. Griffin, afler quoting the foregoing p 
g98 in his treatise on divine efficiency, make 
following observation : " These remarks o 
President of the Wesleyan University of 
necticut, appear to me to be candid and 
cious, and go far towards exposing the unh 
incongruity between the language and sentin 
of this Review.'' 

And what opinion do the Uwvt^riana ente 
of the New Haven a^cuX^uon^^ V. \> 
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comnand a file of the Cbrifftian RegiBUt, (t 
UniUriau pi^r printed in BoKton,) for the last 
Hix or Mveii yearn, 1 could tuni to iiuinnrouti pai* 
sageft in which they have exulted in the pro^reaa 
of liberal aeutiineutH ut New Haven. They hare 
often quoted with hi^h counneiidution the wri- 
tiuga of Dr. Taylor, and have aHirnied a^^ainand 
again, that the New JluvendivineH have^ivcn up 
the moat objectionable part» of tlie Calvinintic 
ayatem. The followin^^ poMHa^^eH arc from the 
'' Lafft ThoughtH" of Nonh WorccHter, a Unita^ 
rian cler/o^yinan in MaHfiachuhettH. The lK>ok 
was published in IH'i^. 

^* In former dayH, the Calvinistic creed of hu- 
man depravity anirtiied the corruption of man's 
whale nature, aa the conHcquencc of Adam'A sin." 
Thia tlieory waii modified in Home important 
reapectfl by the liopkiuHians of New England,, 
by wboifc theory the corruption wafl limited to 
the heart or will of man, leaving the mental fac- 
idtica unimpaired. Still, it waH admitted that 
the posterity of Adam are born with a nature or 
diapoaition wholly sinful. A Hlill further modifi- 
cation baa been advanced and ably ftup|»orted by 
Dr. Taylor of Nitv/ Haven and his asaociatea. 
To atate the hypotheslH in authorized lan(|[uage, 
I shall take my extractH from a ** Review of Tay- 
lor and Harvey," which appeared in the Chris- 
tian S|>ectator, for June, JH29. After quoting 
two paragraphs, he proceedn, ** In tlie first para^ 
grapn I see nothing objectionable ; and I rejoice 
that aucb views of human nature have been pro- 
posed and are acquiring belief. If I have not 
miauoderatood these writers, the Vlevi 'A.w.Nca^^cAr 
oiv U0eri0 thai mn ia a volunUrv itaLUwevslvQiacA 
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a known law, and that at infants are incapt 
of moral agency, they are incapable of sin ; 
that there is no such thing as sinfnl nature, a 
cedent to sinful volition, or moral action. T 
strongly assert that nature is not sinful. T 
far I acquiesce." '' Within a few years Dr. 1 
lor, of New Haven, with his associates, indm 
the Christian Spectator, have done much u 
minish the reputation of what has been regai 
as the Orthodox and Cal vinistic views on tins i 
ject" (original sin.) 

In regard to the divine perrtiission of sin, 
writer adopts the views of the New Hi 
divines, and speaks in terms of high commei 
tion of their reasoning on this subject, 
says, '' The New Haven writers have contei 
for the hypothesis that sin is an evil incidei 
the best plan of government." 

Now here is a problem to be solved. If 
New Haven divines are consistent Calvinists, 
if they do agree substantially with the stani 
orthodox writers of New England, how h 
come to pass that they have been so egregric 
misunderstO€>d ? And not by a few individ 
merely, but by vast multitudes ; not only by 
sons of one particular class, embracing sii 
sentiments, but by persons of different clai 
and embracing widely different sentiments f 

Besides, if there is no difference, or no n 
rial difference between them and the ortlu 
generally, what are we to understand by the j 
improvements which they are said to have ii 
in theological science ? That they have s 
sacJi improvementa is not ouly a. matter of 
Jteot ezoltalion by tVieVi £t\«ii^ vdA WSioin 
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It if more than intimated by themselves. In the 
hrifltian Spectator for September, 1838, they 
ly, ** But greatly as our views on this subject, 
he influences of the Spirit,) and some others, 
ive been misrepresented, we are happy to find 
lat they are beginning to be extensively under- 
ood and appreciated. We know of very few, 
ho are now inclined to ask, * can there be no 
lier sin than that which consists in voluntary 
ansgression of known law?' — and the numbed 

far less than formerly of those who hold that 
igeneration is so exclusively the work of the 
pirit that the subject of it has, and can have 
> voluntary agency in it. There has of late 
^en a great improvement in the doctrinal views 
' vast numbers, in relation to these and a few 
her points which we esteem of high impor- 
nee. And if the humble labors of the Christ- 
n Spectator have, in any degree, contributed to 
lis desirable result, ' we therein rejoice, yea and 
ill rejoice.' " 

It is worthy of remark, that they here speak 
^ the points respecting which they and their 
'ethren differ, and in regard to which they sup- 
Me " a great improvement" has been made, not 
I natters of little consequence, out as points of 
high importance.'' 

There has been a very great inconsistency in 
le advocates of the new divinity in relation to 
lis matter. Sometimes they give us startling 
id even shocking representations of the ten- 
jncy of the views commonly entertained by the 
rthodox. They speak of them as tending to 
the very worst of heresies," and \inoVi\iv>|,^\A 
O0t horrid blasphemies. At olYvei UTOft», ^Sft«^ 
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insist that they and their opponents are substan- 
tially agreed — that all the difference relates to 
minor parts, and philosophical theories, which do 
not affect the fundamentals of Christianity. 
Much indeed has been said about the philosophy 
of religion, and great stress has been laid on the 
distinction between the doctrines of religion and 
the philosophy of the doctrines. It is said that 
persons may agree in their belief of the doc- 
trines or great facts of Christianity, and still dif- 
fer in their philosophy. Where this is the case, 
it is contended that the difference cannot be fun- 
damental or of great importance. 

If I understand those who make this distinc- 
tion, they mean by the philosophy of the doc- 
trines, the mode of explaining the doctrines. 
The principle then contended for is this. Those 
who agree in admitting the doctrines or facts of 
the Bible are substantially agreed, although they 
may differ widely in their mode of explaining 
those facts. 

Let us test this principle. The apostle says, 
''This is a faithful saying, and worthy of all 
acceptation, that Christ Jesus came into the 
world to save sinners." And this fact is admits 
ted to be true by persons who entertain widely 
different opinions of the plan of salvation. One 
maintains that Christ came to save men by teach- 
ing them the will of God, and setting an exam- 
ple for them to imitate. Another, that he came 
to suffer and die an atoning sacrifice, and in this 
way to honor the law, and render it consistent 
for God to pardon those who repent and believe. 
Another, that he came to secure, and actually 
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Will teenre the n^lfntion of all men. Are ill 
these indtvidualfl rabstantiall j a^eed ? 

Again. Our Saviour said, *' Except a man be 
bom again he eannnot nee the kingdom of God." 
But one man who admits the doctrine of the new 
birth to be true, explains it to mean water bap- 
tism. Another, conversion from the Jewish or 
Gentile religion to the belief and profession of 
Christianity. Another, a gradual change of char- 
acter. Another, a mere change of purpose. 
And another, a radical change of heart by the 
power of the Holy Ghost. Are all these individ- 
uals substantially agreed ? 

Again. The scriptures teach the doctrine of 
jastiication by faith. But one man understands 
by faith a mere speculative belief of the truth. 
Another, that Christ died for him in particular. 
Another, a cordial reception of the truth as it is 
in Jesus. Are all these individuals substantially 
agreed? 

This illustration might be pursued to any ex- 
teat. But enough has been said to show the fal- 
lacy of the principle in question, and to show, 
moreofer that if admitted to be true, it will 
sweep away all distinction between true and false 
religion. According to this distinction, all the 
difference between Calvin ists, Pdagians, Arniini- 
ans, and Unitarians, and even Uni vernal ists, res- 
pects only the philosophy of religion. They all 
admit the far-^ts stated in the Bible, but they differ 
in their explanation of these facts. And is the 
principle to be maintained, that if different indi- 
viduals express their lieli(;f in the same terms, it 
is no matter how much they may d'l^^^x \w \\\vLvt 
ejgf/MDMiion of those terms ? Doeft a kv^vl « ^^vOci 
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depend on the language in which it b expressed, 
or in the sense in which he uses that language ? 

Dr. Porter, in a letter written August 6, 1832, 
says, '' On the late hobby distinction between 
doctrines and the theory or philosophy of relig- 
ion, I could write a sheet or two. 1 said to 
brother Beecher, give me that door, and I will 
bring all the churches of Boston to meet on one 
floor, as orthodox. Try the principle on the trin- 
ity, and all that is essential to the truth is easily 
set aside under the head ofphilosophy, or theory. 
Worse yet as to the atonement, regeneration, 
&c. Noah Worcester, in the Christian Regis- 
ter, three or four weeks ago, followed up the 
principle capitally in behalf of the Unitarians." 

Much reproach has been cast upon the ortho- 
dox for disparaging philosophy in matters of 
religion. But it is not true that they disparage 
it when kept within its proper limits, and directed 
to its proper ends. That to which they object is 
setting up reason above revelation, forming philo- 
sophical theories, independently of revelation, 
respecting the pOwers and susceptibilities of 
man, the principles of moral agency and mortl 
government, and then explaining the Bible so as 
to make it conform to their theories. This is, and 
ever has been, the fruitful source of error in re- 
ligion. True philosophy bows with humble rev- 
erence to the decisions of revelation. She ii 
modest in her pretensions, and like Mary, sits at 
the Saviour's feet, that she may learn of him who 
is meek and lowly in heart. 

Yours affectionately. 
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M«reb21,M37, 

Vlt Dkar Broth Eft : 

Dr. Porter^ in one of fain leiiern written in 
1890, My*. ** 1 am completely non-plunsed to«ee 
vhni Dr. Taylor would be at )fe lie^an writing 
ifoweiUy to correct what he thought common 
srrora of our theologians ; and next he supports 
lia own view* by quoting thene the^ilogiami as 
soneurring in nentiment with himself/' Thin 
neoiuiiiftency of the Se.w Haven divines haa 
>ften been noticed, and remarked uf»on with 
Mtoniahment Notwithstanding the claims set 
ip by themselves, and their adherents to the 
nerits of having maiie ** great improvements" 
m the science of theology ; yet when thev are 
charged with having departed from the establish- 
Mi orthodoxy of New England, they repel this 
charge by insisting that they do n^H diner from 
Edwards, Bellamy, Dwight, Htrong, 6lc. and 
ihatf too, on the very points respecting which 
they profess to have maiie such ** great improve- 
ment/' 

WUbotU dwelling on this inconmieuc^ A V^^ 
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pose to show, by a few brief qnotatioiui, bow ut- 
terly grooudless is this claim. 

The first topic to which I would direct your 
attention is the government of God« 

On this point, the New Haven diTines have 
maintained the following positions, viz : ** That 
God has not a complete control over the moral 
universe. That moral agents can do wrons un- 
der every possible influence to prevent it* That 
God prefers, all things considered, that all bia 
creatures should be holy and happy, and that he 
does all in his power to render them so. That 
the existence of sin is not, on the whole, for the 
best That sin exists, because God cannot pre- 
sent it in a moral system. And that the ble»- 
edness of God is actually impaired by the dtfo* 
bedience of his creatures." 

These positions are clearly maintained in the 
following passages, and many othera that might 
be cited. 

'* God not only prefers, on the whole, that hii 
creatures should forever perform their dnciei, j 
rather than neglect them, but proposes on hit . 
part to do all in his power to promote this wj j 
object in his kingdom. — Chriitian £l^eUUir, \ 
18!XI, p. 660. ! 

'' It will not be denied, that free moral agenti .- 
can do wrong under every possible influence to 
prevent it. 1 he possibility of a contradictioo, 
in supposing them to be prevented from doing 
wrong is, therefore, demonstrably certain. FrM ;h 
moral agents can do wrong under all possible y^ 
preventing influence." — Ck. Spec, 1880, p. iS0& ^ 

'*Bat this poBsibiVily lYval moial asents wiV ^ 
M, remains (auppoae w\\aX e\Be^o^'wm^%n>iM^ 
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at inoral ageney remains; and how can it be 
proved that a thing will not be, when for aught 
that appears it may be? When, in view of all 
the facts and eridence in the case, it remains 
true that it may be, what evidence or proof can 
exist that it will not be?— CA. 8pec, 1830, p. 
653. 

** We know that a moral system necessarily 
implies the existence of free agents, with the 
power to act in despite of all opposing power. 
This fact sets human reason at defiance, in every 
attempt to prove that some of these agents will 
not use that power and actually sin/' — Ch, Spec* 
1831, p. 617. 

'* It is groundless assumption that God could 
have prevented all sin, or at least, the present 
degree of sin in a moral system. If holiness in 
a moral system be preferable to sin in its stead, 
why did not a benevolent God, were it possible 
to him, prevent all sin, and secure the prevalence 
of universal holiness ? Would not a moral uni- 
verse of perfect holiness, nnd of course perfect 
happiness, be happier and better than one com- 
priamg sin and its miseries ? And must not in- 
finite benevolence accomplish all the good it can ? 
Would not a benevolent God, then, had it been 
possible to him in the nature of things, have se- 
cared the existence of universal holiness in his 
moral kingdom/' — Dr, Taylor's Cancio, p. 28. 

Now 1 am bold to affirm that these positions 
iMve never been maintained by any of the ortho- 
dox writers of New England, nor by any divines 
daiming to be Calvinistic, since the Refonv%i\ati. 
The nnivenal sentiment of New Eitv^^^xA Cii^ 

" 1 
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Tinists, in relation to this sabject, may be learn- 
ed from the following extracts : 

President Edwards. ** Objectors may say, 
Ckxl cannot always prevent men's sins, unless he 
act contrary to the free nature of the subject, or 
without destroying men's liberty. But will they 
deny that an omnipotent and infinitely wise God 
could possibly invent and set before men such 
strong motives to be obedient, and have kept be- 
fore them in such a manner, as should have in- 
fluenced all mankind to continue in their obedi* 
ence, as the elect engels have done, without de- 
stroying their liberty ?" — Decree* and JSlectiim, 
Sec. 19. 

** Sin may be an evil thing, and yet that there 
should be such a disposal and permission that it 
should come to pass may be a good thing. — TreO' 
tue on the Will, p. 399. 

*' God does not will sin as sin, or for the sake 
of any evil ; though it be his pleasure so to order 
things, that He permitting, sin will come to pass; 
for the sake of the great good that by hi8di£^K)sal 
shall be the consequence." — Id, p. 314. 

Dr. Bellamy. ** Others, to solve the difficul- 
ties, have asserted that it was not in the power 
of God to prevent the fall of free agents, with- 
out destroying their free agency, and turning 
them into intelligent machines, incapable of vir- 
tue as well as of vice. But it is enough for us, 
to confute this hypothesis, that it is contrary to 
plain scripture representations, which teach os 
that the man, Christ Jesus, our second Adam, 
was a free agent, capable of the highest virtae, 
Mnd yet in a confirmed stalb^, «o t£at he cooU 
not Bin ; as are also the Bam\a «iiii vd^^ vm 
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in heayen. From whence, it appears that it was 
in God's power to have confirmed all intelligen- 
ces at first ; and left them moral agents notwith- 
standing." — Works^ Vol, I. p. 50. 

" We agree, that if God had pleased, he could 
have hindered the existence of sin, and caused 
misery to be forever unknown in his dominions, 
with as much ease as to have suffered things to 
take their present course." — Id, p. 126. 

In the following passages, he quotes from his 
antagonist, and answers the very objection which 
the New Haven divines have so oilen urged on 
this subject. The objector says : " For if once 
I should believe that it was wisest and best in 
God to permit sin, most for his glory and the 
good of his system, I should feel myself under a 
necessity to look upon sin as being, in its own 
nature, a good thing, for the glory of God and the 
good of the system ; and that God delights in it 
as such. And that, therefore, instead of hating 
sin* mourning for it in ourselves, lamenting it in 
others, we ought rather to esteem it as really a 
good and virtuous thing, and as such, to rejoice 
in it, and even to keep an everlasting jubilee in 
remembrance of satan's revolt, and Adam's fall ; 
events so infinitely glorious ! Absurdities so 
shocking that I never can believe them." To 
this. Dr. Bellamy replies : '* And absurdities, let 
me tell you, if you did but understand the scheme 
you are opposing, you would know are, so far 
from following from it, that they are absolutely 
inconsistent with it. For the doctrine of the 
wisdom of God, in the permission of sin, sui;h 
poses am in itselff and in all its iva\.vrtv\ \.^tA^^- 
eicB, to be iaHnitely evil, infimteXY cotiU«x^ \»^ 
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honor of God and good of the system. For 
herein consists the wisdom of God in the affair, 
not in bringing good out of good, but in brings 
ing infinite good out of > infinite evil, and never 
suffering one sin to happen in all his dominions, 
but which, notwithstanding its infinitely evil na- 
ture«and tendency, infinite wisdom can and will 
overrule to great good, on the whole.'* — Id. p. 
145. 

'' Now, since it -is a plain fact, that sin and 
misery do take place in the system, methinks 
that every one who is a friend to God and the 
system, should rejoice with all his heart to hear, 
that the seed of the woman will bruise the ser- 
pent's head, bring glory to God, and good to the 
system, out of all the evil that ever has taken 
place, or ever will ; (and the more good the bet- 
ter ;) and so completely disappoint the devil." — 
Id, p. 171. 

Da. Hopkins. *' Moral evil is, in its own na- 
ture and tendency, most odious, hurtful, and 
undesirable ; but in the hands of Omnipotence, 
infinite wisdom, and goodness, it may be intro- 
duced into the most perfect plan and system, and 
so disposed and counteracted in its nature and 
tendency, as to be a necessary part of it, in order 
to render it most complete and desirable.'' — Sffs- 
tern. Vol. 1. p. 114. 

Dr. Dwioht. *' That God could not prevent 
the existence of sin, cannot be maintained. He 
has prevented it in the angels who kept their first 
estate. He prevented it in the person of Christ, 
who, in his human nature knew no sin. He has 
promised that he wiW ptevenX. \\.^ ^\i*^ Va will 
therefore prevent it m tVie «^vc\\a oil \sia0L 
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made perfect in the heavens. Should it be said, 
that these beings, by their own voluntary agency, 
and without any interference or influence on the 
part of God, continue in a state of holiness ; this 
supposition affects not the ' point at all ; for God 
plainly could have created every moral agent with 
exactly the same attributes, and placed hinr in 
exactly the same circumstances, with those sev- 
eral beings who persist in holiness. Whatever 
we suppose to be the means by which they are 
preserved from sin, those very means he certainly 
could have used, to prevent, in the same effectu- 
al manner, all others." — System of Theology Vol. 
I. pp. 244, 245. 

'< It will not be denied, that God is both able 
and disposed to plan a perfect system of good. 
It follows, therefore,' that he certainly has planned 
such a system. What accords not with his pleas- 
ure, upon the whole, accords not with this sys- 
tem ; this being the thing which is agreeable to 
his pleasure; but must be defective or surperflu- 
ous, out of place or out of time, aside from, or 
contrary to the perfection of the system. Con- 
sequently, if the actions of voluntary beings be 
not, upon the whole, accordant with the pleasure 
of God, he was not only unassured of the accom- 
plishment of 'the end, which he proposed in cre- 
ating and governing the universe ; but he enter- 
ed upon this great work without knowing that it 
would be accomplished ; and was originally cer- 
tain that the perfect good which he proposed, 
would never exist. — Id, p. 2'i9. 

Dr. Strong. " Human incapacity lo Wwi^ 
the greatest good out of much ev'\\-^av\Sic\k %v^, 
juuimucb misery, is no argameut iViaX. ^xv'xcA'^'^ 
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God cannot do it." — Benevolence and Miisery, p. 
15. 

" We ought to have such confidence in the 
wisdom and goodness of God, when be tells us 
that creatures shall be* always miserable under 
punishment, as to believe, that the eternal hap^ 
piness of every creature, and the greatest happi- 
ness of the whole, are incompatible, and cannot 
come together into that plan or scheme of exis- 
tence and government, which are the best possi- 
ble.— Jrf. p. 120. 

Christian Spectator. " Now it is possible- 
that many things, which in themselves are right,, 
would not be for the best, on the whole ; and on 
the other hand, that many things are, on the 
whole, for the best, which in themselves are 
wrong. I say this is possible — nay, it is certaiui. 
The wars and bloodshed, the despotism and boiH 
dage, the subtlety and dishonesty, the folly and 
sin which overspread the earth, though in theoK 
selves wroijg, are, on the whole, for the best."—' 
Vol. 1. p. 447. 

Such were the views inculcated by the Chris^ 
tian Spectator in 1&19. How different from the 
views inculcated in the same work in 1832. 

Mr. Day. (Father of President Day of Yale 
College, a distinguished New England divine.) 
I have before me a sermon of his preached at 
Bethlehem in 1774, before the Association of 
Ministers of Litchfield county, and published at 
their request. The object of this sermon was to 
refute the very hypothesis which has, of late, 
been revived and strenuously maintained by the 
New Haven divines. T\\e l\\\e oS. \5aa ^^Tifiss^vk 
"The ahilitj of God to lestt^m «wi,\xiXNi^3^ w^ 
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Bistent with the liberty of the creature." The 
following extracts will show not only what were 
his views, but what were the views of the Asso- 
ciation, and of Calvinistic ministers generally, 
in New England at that period. 

** Is not the parent of the universe kind and 
benevolent ? Can he overrule all things for the 
best, and will he not ? Can he restrain the wrath 
^f man, and will he not therefore do it, whenever 
it would praise him ? Reason and scripture join 
to demonstrate that he will. If God does, there- 
fore, in every instance, restrain sin, so far as it 
would be for the best, it is certain that whatever 
moral evil is in the universe, it shall somehow or 
other subserve the noblest and best purposes.'' — 
preface, p. 4. 

" What I propose in the ensuing discourse is, 
io establish God's absolute dominion over the 
hearts of men ; to evince his entire ability to 
govern and control the human heart, so, that to 
whatever enormous height, the turbulent passions 
and violent corruptions may arise, yet they are 
perfectly limited and curbed at the divine pleas^ 
nre; so that it may without propriety be said 
with respect thereto, as is said concerning the 
boisterous ocean — '* Hitherto shall thou come, 
but no farther, and here shall thy proud waves 
be stayed." It would be a lamentable censider- 
ation, indeed, if the horrid outrage and madness 
of men was irresistible by Omnipotence itself; 
and if the all-wise Governor and Superintendent 
of the universe, could not restrain and suppress 
the perverse rage of men, agreeably to Vv\% VwiV^ 

''If it IB not in the power ot Go^ \.o Ve«^ ^ 
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free agent from sinning, with what propriety can 
he be directed to pray to God for restraining 
grace, or that he may be preserved from sin V* — 

> p. 14. 

"If we suppose the consequence of God's 
creating and upholding free agents, would be, 
that they might act entirely inconsistently with 
the divine purpose ; that in the use of their free- 
dom, God could not keep them in those bounds, 
which should eventually turn most for his glory, 
and the greatest good of intelligent beings; but 
in direct opposition to the purpose of God, they 
should act in such a manner, as to entirely over^ 
throw and subvert all the good which God pro- 
posed in the creation of intelligent beings, how 
shocking must the thought be ! Upon this sup- 
position, all the noble and excellent ends which 
God proposed in the creation of the universe, 
might be frustrated ; for it not being in the pow- 
er of God to restrain sin, and govern free agents 
according to his will, they might in every respect 
cross the will of God, and defeat every valuable 
end the divine Being proposed in- their forma- 
tion." *' It is very easy to perceive, that if it is 
not in the power of God to control the hearts of 
free agents, and restrain them from sin, accord- 
ing to his pleasure, dreadful consequences may 
ensue. The will of God may be crossed — the 
good he aimed at in the creation be prevented — 
irreparable disorders introduced. The friends 
, of virtue would be filled with lamentation. The 
enemies of God and all good, would triumph 
and exult. Is it not easy to see that this might 

/iare been the terrible con8ec^euc^,\^ SXHi^auflit 
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absolutely in the power of God to govern free 
agents V'—pp. 24, 25. 

'' We infer, that as God is able to restrain sin 
among the apostate, rebellious, children of men, 
who are under the dominion of powerful vicious 
habits ; so we can much more easily conceive, 
that he was able to have prevented sin in beings 
made originally holy." — p. 27. 

The theory of the New Haven divines, in re- 
lation to this subject, is the very theory which 
has uniformly been maintained by Arminians in 
their controversies with Calvinists. The grand 
objection of Arminians to the Calvinistic doctrine 
of the Divine Decrees, has been, that it involves 
the position that God purposed or decreed the 
existence of sin ; and when they have been ask- 
ed, why God did not prevent the existence of sin, 
unless it was, on the whole, his purpose that it 
should exist? their reply has been invariably, in 
substance, as follows ; God could not have pie- 
vented sin without destroying the moral agency 
of his creatures; in other words, he could not 
have prevented all sin in a moral system. Thus 
Mr. Fletcher, the distinguished advocate of the 
Wesley an system, represents the Divine Being as 
saying, '* I foresaw, indeed, that by such a final 
contempt of my grace, many would bring de- 
struction upon themselves; but having wisely 
decreed to make a world of probationers and 
free agents, I could not necessarily incline their 
will to obedience without robbing them of free 
agency, without foolishly defeating the counsel 
of my own will, and absurdly spoiling the work 
of my own hands,** Thus also, VYvfe waJCwst ^\ 
the " &rorfl of Hopkinsianism,*' (^mi^inohi^^ ^^- 
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minian,) tays, '* No doubt but Ood sought the 
ffreatest ^ood of the iinivcme, conaistentlj with 
niaown nature, aiid the nuture of man ; and con- 
sistently with thene nnturen, the greatest good in 
obtained, becauM: man refuMen to have more. A 
part of the human race choose death in the error 
of their wayH ; and to have made man a neces- 
sary agent, would have been to make him any 
thing besides an intelligent creature. 

The principle aHsuiiied by both of these wri- 
ters, (and the same is true of Arminians gener- 
ally,) is, that God could not have prevented the 
existence of sin, without robbing man of free 
agency, and making him a necessary asent. 
The same ground is taken by the New Ilaven 
divines. 

Should it In! said, that those who maintain 
that God foreordained the existence of a moral 
system with the foreknowledge that sin would be 
necessarily incidental to it, do virtually maintain 
that he decreed the exiHtence of sin — I reply : 
This view of the divine decrees, Arminians have 
always Insen ready to admit ; but they have not 
understood thin to be the Calvinintic doctrine, 
nor has it been so underHtood by ( *alv in ists them- 
selves. The doctrine which Calvinists have 
maintained is, that the }>reHent system, is the be.Ht 
conceivable HyniMii — that it is the very system 
which God preferred to all otliers — and that not- 
withstanding the sin and minery which it includes, 
it will result in a higher display of the divine gloryi 
than any other HyHtem of which the infinite mint! 
c^uld cfHicitive. They have never supposfsfl that 
OfHi wnn unable Uy HecuTl^ uu'x^vm^aV UoUness io . 
hi0 moral kingdom; \ml\\ikNe Mi\Ao\tc\^ tM»r ^ 
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led that he permitted sin to exist, becauie he 
r that he could to overrule it, and counteract 

tendenciea, as to render it conducive to the 
hest good of the universe. They believe that 
can bring 'fiood out of evil, and light out of 
koeas ; and that he will make the wrath of 
D to praise him, and restrain the remainder. 
ey believe that his character is perfect — ^that 

plan is perfect — that his work is prefect, and 
t nothing will ever be permitted to exist, which 
I not included in his eternal purpose, and 
ich will not be rendered subservient to his 
at and glorious designs. 

Yours affectionately. 



LETTER XIV 



Mr Dear Brother : 

fn mj last letter, I attempted to show the wide 
difference between the views of the New Hares 
dirines and those of the standard orthodox wri- 
ters of New England, in relation to the goreni' 
ment of God over the moral unirerse. The diP 
ference is no less palpable in regard to Chigisal 
Sin and Native Depravity, 

The New Haven divines maintain that m»' 
kind come into the world with the same natareio 
kind as that with which Adam was crenied--^ 
that there is no natural or constitutional propes' 
sitj to sin ; no hereditary corruption of nature 
which is transmitted from parent to child, aad 
bj consequence, that Adam was not the federal 
head and representative of his posterity. Tbcy 
maintain that infants sustain the same relation to 
the moral government oi^God as brute animab; 
that they are in no sense sinners, and that death, 
in their case, is not on account of sin. To be 
eaoBUfteni, they must, oC cout«e, maintain that 
ihej do not need redempVvcfu oi ie%eii«i^>o«k. 
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In proof of this statement, I refer to the fol- 
lowing passages, out of many that might be 
quoted : 

''But Mr. Harvey may retort the question 
upon us, and ask, whence, upon our principles^ 
does mall derive his tnorcd nature? We answer, 
without hesitation, from the hand of God who 
made him/' " Every soul, as it enters on exist- 
ence, is a production of creative power. He 
who forms it, gives it from the first that nature or 
constitution which prepares it for action when 
placed in the appropriate circumstances of its 
being. And as well might we affirm that it is 
the nature of a stone to fall, and yet that God is 
not the author of gravitation, as that nature is 
itself sinful, and yet that God is not the author 
of sin." ** If Mr. Harvey chooses to maintain 
that minds are propagated, and that sin is trans- 
mitted in generation, it will only remove the dif- 
ficulty one step further back. For, we ask, who 
established the laws of propagation? Can a 
being come into exbtence of which God is not 
the author 1 Every soul, then, which becomes 
united to a human body, has either existed from 
eternity, or has been brought into existence by 
God, and every thing pertaining to such a soul 
which is not its 'own act,' must of necessity 
result from the act of the Creator.'' — Christian 
JSpectaior for 1829, pp. 348, 349. 

'' Infants die. The answer has been given a 
thousand times, brutes die also. But Mr. Har- 
vey replies, ' animals are not subjects of the 
moral government of God.' Neither ax^vck^vcLX^ 
prefions to moral agency ; for viYi^A. Yiaa Tost^ 
goverDment to do with those wYvo we xkoX. xawtA 

12 
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agents ? Animals and infants, previous to moral 
agency, do therefore, stand on precisely the same 
ground in reference to this subject. Suffefing 
and death afford no more evidence of sin in one 
case than in the other. — Id. p. 373. 

" Did not vehement desire produce sin in 
Adam's first act of transgression ? Was there 
any previous principle of depravity in him? 
Why then may not strong constitutional desires a 
be followed now by a choice of their objects, as % 
well as in the case of Adam?'* — Id, p. 306. 

" If no being can sin, without a constitutional 
propensity to sin, how came Adam to sin? If 
one being, as Adam, can sin, and did in fact sin, 
without such a propensity, why may not others?" 
— Spirit of the Pilgrims ^ Vol, vi. p. 13. 

*' Mankind come into the world with the same 
nature in Mnd as that with which Adam was 
created." — Id. p. 5. 

'* What influence has the fall exerted on the 
posterity of Adam ? I answer, that it hay have 
been to change their nature, not in kind, but in 
degree." — Id. p. 12. 

Compare the foregoing with the following ex- 
tracts : 

President Edwards. '* By original sin, as 
the phrase has been most commonly used by 
divines, is meant innate, sinful depravity of the 
heart. But yet, when the doctrine of original 
sin is spoken of, it is vulgarly understood in that 
latitude, as to include not only the depravity of 
nature, but the imputation of Adam's first sin, or 
in other words, the liableness or exposedness of 
Adam's posterity, in t\\e dmw^'v^^^'^^^vtA ^v^ 
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Uke <»f the panishment of that tin*'' — TVenlue 
Ml Oriffinal Hin^ pp, J, 2. 

'' The natural state of the mind of man ia 
attended with a propensity of nature, which is 
prevalent and eflTectual to sach an i^ue ; and, 
therefore their nature is corrupt and depraved 
with a moral depravity that amounts to and im- 
plies their utter undoing. — ///. p. 9. 

*^ We have the same evidence that the propen- 
mty in this case lies in the nature of the subject, 
and don't arise from any particular circumstan- 
rjtBf aa we have in any case whatsoever ; which 
is only by the tsfferAn appearinj^ to \te the same in 
all chanKes of time and place, and under all vari« 
ations of circumstances. — fd, p. ^2'i. 

" That propensity which has been proved to 
be in the nature of all mankind must be a vefy 
evil, depraved, and pernicious propensity ; ma- 
king it manifest that the soul of man, as it is by 
nature, is in a corrupt, fallen, and ruined state/' 
— /rf- p. 27. 

''In this place, (Job, xv. 14,) we are not only 
told bow wicked man*s h^.art is, but also, how 
men c/^me by such wickfidneAS ; even by l^ing 
»f the race of mankind, by ordinary {generation, 
'Tis most plain that man \>f:'inf^ horn of a woman 
is the reason of his not bein{( clean/' 'Mnd 
without doulit, David has respect to this same 
way of derivation, when he nnyn, (Psalm Ivii : o,) 
' Behold, I was shapen in iniquity, and in sin did 
my mother coneive me/ " — Id. pp. 191, Hl5. 

But it is needless to quote from Kdwards. 
Any one who will read att^;ntiveiy his TreaU«^ 
^m ChigioMi SWf will perceive i\ial *a\%'\ixe«AJtvwr 
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leab]y at variance with the syatem of the New 
Haven divines. 

Dr. Bellamy. ''Adam was created in the 
image of God ; it was co-nataral to him to love 
God with all his heart, and this would have been 
oar case had he not rebelled against God ; bat 
now we are born devoid of the divine image, 
have no heart for God, are transgressors from the 
womb, by nature children of wrath." '' We are 
born into the world, not onlv destitute of a con- 
formity to the law, but we are natively, diamet- 
rically opposed to it in the temper of our heaits." 
** If any should inquire, ' But can it be right 
that Adam's sin should have any inflaence upon 
us V I answer, it is a plain case that it aetaally 
has, and we may depend upon it that the judge 
of all the earth does right. And besides, why 
may not God make Adam our public head and 
representative, to act in our room, as he has 
since, for our recovery, made his own son oar 
public head and representative.'' " If he had 
kept the covenant of his God, and secured hap- 
piness to all his race, should we not forever have 
blessed God for so good a constitution V " And 
if we should thus have approved this constito- 
tion, had Adam never sinned, why might we not 
as justly approve it now, if we would be bat dis- 
interestedly partial ?" — Bellamy's works , VsL 1, 
pp. 201, 221. 

Dr. Hopkins. '' By the constitution and eor- 

enant with Adam, his first disobedience was the 

disobedience of all mankind. That is, -the sin 

and consequent ruin of all the human race wis, 

bf thia constitution, '\n^a\V\V\^ cow^u^cXni^nth the 

£r8t Bin of the head and ^^\)&et ol ^\kfe\%»b. 'Vs 
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the divine constitution, the appointment of God, 
if the head and father of mankind sinned, the 
whole race of men, all his posterity should sin, 
and in this sense, it would be the sin of the whole. 
Accordingly, when the head became a sinner, 
and moral corruption took possession of the 
heart, a sure foundation was laid by the constitu- 
tion under which man was, for the same sin and 
moral corruption to take place, and spread 
through all the human race ; just as by a divine 
appointment, or law of nature, the sap of the 
root or original stock of a tree, passes into the 
numerous limbs, twigs, and fruit of the tree, as 
they successively grow out of it." — (See the con- 
nexion.) — Hopkin^s System, Vol. 1, p. 250. 

Dr. Dwight. The thirty-second sermon in • 
his system of theology is entitled, " Human de- 
pravity derived from Adam." In this sermon, 
commenting on Romans v. 12, 19, he says, ** The 
meaning of these passages is, I think, plainly the 
following : that by means of the offence or trans- 
gression of Adam, the judgment or sentence of 
God came upon all men unto condemnation, be- 
cause, and solely because, all men in that state of 
things which was constituted in consequence of 
the transgression of Adam, became" sinners." 
He says also, " It cannot, I think, be questioned, 
that Moses intended to inform us that Seth was 
beorotten in the moral likeness of Adam after his 
apostacy, and sustained from his birth a moral 
character similar to that which his two brothers, 
Cain and Abel, also sustained. This view of 
the subject appears plainly to have becw ;iAa^\fe^ 
by Job, when he asks, * who c«n Wyw^ ^ cX^-wv 
tbingont of an unclean ? Not one.' Vj^o>o ^vi . ^^ 
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By Bildady when he asks, ' how then can man 
be justified with God, or how can he be clean 
that is born of a woman?' (xxv. 4.) Bj Darid, 
when he says, (Psalm, li. 5.) ' behold I wasaha- 
pen in iniquity, and in sin did my mother con- 
ceive me.' And by Psiul, when he says, * as we 
have borne the image of the earthy, (Adam) to 
we shall also bear the image of the heavenly 
(Adam) (1 Cor. xv. 49.) But if Seth, Cain, and 
Abel derived their corruption from the apostacy 
of their parents, then it is true, not only that 
their corruption, but that of all mankind, exists 
in consequence of the apostacy." 

Dr. Smalley. ** We are not condemned 
beincr innocent. We were born sinners — we 
were conceived sinners, and as such only are con- 
demned. We did not make ourselves sinners, 
it is true, by any bad conduct before we were 
inclined to sin — but no more did Adam. He 
was condemned only for being a sinner, and 
committing sin, and just so is every one of us. 
Only as, according to a divine constitution, 
founded in sovereign wisdom entirely, the trial 
of human nature in innocence was in Adam 
alone, (either includingorexclusivelyof Eve,) so 
it may with propriety be said, *' By the offence of 
one, judgment came upon all men to condemna- 
tion ;" for had he persevered in obedience, the 
justification of life would have come upon all on 
acconnt of his righteousness. It is agreeable to 
common sense, and seems plainly supposed in 
several texts and doctrines of scripture, that de- 
pravity of nature must be antecedent to all ainfbi 
actions, and the cause o^ lYvem. l^\it if so, there 
inaj be a wicked heait pi'ioi lo\LiiQw\«&!^ "T^Mft 
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maj be a propemthy to sinful actions in a child, 
before it come to years to choose the evil, and 
refuse the good. This may be in us as early as 
we hare souls." — Smalley^s Sermons, Sermon 11. 
(See the whole Sermon.) 

Dr. Griffin. '' By the first creation or birth, 
mankind are united to the first Adam, and inher- 
it the character which he possessed immediately 
after the fall ; until, by a second creation or birth, 
they are united to the second Adam, and become 
partakers of his holiness/' *•' Here is a wonder 
to be accounted for — sin tainting every individ- 
ual of Adam's race, in every age, country, and 
condition, and surviving in every he^irt, all exer- 
tions to destroy it. One would think this might 
prove, if any thing could prove, that sin belongs 
to the nature of man as much as reason or speech, 
(though in a sense altogether compatible with 
blame,) and must be derived, like other universal 
attributes of our nature, from the original pa- 
rent, propagated precisely like reason and 
speech, (neither of which is exercised at first,) 
propagated like many other propensities, mental 
as well as bodily, which certainly are inherited 
from parents, propagated like the noxious nature 
of other animals." — Park Street Lectures, pp. 
U, 12, 13. 

Andover CoNFES.siox OF Faitii. " Adam, 
the federal head and representative of the human 
rue, was placed in a state of probation, and in 
consequence of his disobedience, all his descend- 
ants are constituted sinners, and by nature every 
mania personally depraved." 

Dr. Woops. — **I inquire whelYvei XdaxiC^ ml 
decig bis posterity in this way, \'\z'. xVi^V\>^ ^ 
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gpetitl diTine constitation they are, in e< 

quence of his fall, bom in a state of mora] 

praTity leading to certain rain; or that, ace 

ing to the common law of descent, they are 

takers of a corrupt nature, the offspring b 

like the parent; and that suffering and d 

come upon them, not as personally innocent 

pure, but as depraved and sinful beings. ' 

opinion .is maintained by Calvin, Edwi 

II wight, and orthodox divines generally. 

this IS the view of the subject which I cons 

as more conformable to the word of God, an 

facts, than any other. As to those who den} 

doctrine of native depravity, and the doctrin 

imputation, and hold the doctrine of John 1 

lor and the Unitarians, and yet profess to bel 

that we are depraved and ruined in consequc 

of Adam's sin, I am at a loss to know what t 

belief amounts to. They say Adam's sin hai 

influence, but they deny all the conceivable v 

in which it could have an influence and part 

larly the ways which are most clearly brough 

view in Rom. v, and in other parts of Script 

If I am asked whether 1 hold the doctrin 

imputation my reply must depend on the mc 

ing you give to the word. Just make the qi 

tion definite by substituting the explanation 

the word, and an answer will be easy. Do ; 

then mean what Stapfer, and Edwards, and m 

others mean, viz: that for God to give Adai 

posterity like himself and to impute his sin 

them, is one and the same thing. Then my 

9wer IB, that God did, in this sense impute Adai 

»iD to his posterity. T\u« '\« vVv^ n^t^ ihin^ i 

l^hd in the doctrine of ii«!Cvie d«<^\vi*\\.^« ^^ 



OF NEW HAVBN TUE0LO6Y. 141 

doctrine of imputation, do you mean that Adam's 
sin was the occasion of our ruin; that it was the 
distant, though real cause of our condemnation 
and death? I consider the doctrine, thus under- 
stood, to be according to scripture. Do you 
mean that we are guilty, that is, (according to the 
true original mcaniug of the word,) exposed to 
suffering on account of Adam's sin ? In this 
view, too, I think the doctrine scriptural. But if 
the doctrine of iifip(it»tion means, that for Adam's 
sin alone God iullict.stiie penalty of the law upon 
any one of his posterity, ihey tliemselves being 
perfectly sinless, then the doctrine, in my view, 
M'ants proof There appears to be no such place 
for such a doctririe, seeing all Adam's posterity 
are, from the first morally depraved. And if 
they are allowed to be so, I know not why any 
one should think that God, makes no account of 
their depravity, in the sufferings which he brings 
upon them." — Essay on Native Depravity ^ pp. 
186—188. 

It would be easy to multiply quotations — but 
it cannot surely be necessary. There may have 
been a shade of difference among ^qv/ England 
divines in their views of original sin. But so far 
as I have known, all who have claimed to be 
Calvinists, (until the New Haven divines arose,) 
have maintained that Adam is the federal head 
and representative of his posterity, the covenant 
was made with him, not only for himself, but his 
posterity, that a condition of the covenant was, 
that if he persevered in holiness, he should be the 
progenitor of a holy race, and if he apostatized^ 
he should be the progenitor of au \i\\\vo\>j i"^^^^ 
Mnd that all mankind come into iVvft vjo\\^'vi^ ^ 
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State of condemnation, and that none can be ear- 
ed without regeneration and redemption by the 
Mood of Christ. How widely these views differ 
from those maintained by the New Haven divines, 
is sufficiently apparent from extracts from their 
writings in this, and previous letters. 

Yours affectionately. 
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LETTER XV, 



R Brother: 

lewd of the New Haren divines in rela^ 
le doctrine of regeneration, differ wide* 
hoffc which have been maintained by 
gland Calvinists. Thej maintain that 
regeneration in to be understood in two 
Jie theological and popular sense. In the 
if it denotes a change in the governing 
>fthe mind, and is that act of the will or 
which the sinner, prompted by self-love, 
lod as his portion or chief good. In the 
)pular sense, it denotes a process or series 
id Ktatcs of mind, and includes all those 
ch they denominate " using the means 
^•ration/' They maintain that antece- 
;;genfrration, in the restricted, or theolo- 
ine, the selfish principle is suspended in ^ 
r's hf;art, that the sinner then ceases to ' 
IS in a state of neutrality, and that in 
, he uses the means of regeneration with 
vhich are neither right nor wrong— be 
lo solemn consideration l\\e <\>aAsftX«tk 
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whethef the highest happiness is to be foam 
God or in the world — he pursues this inqa 
till it results in the conviction that such ha] 
ness is to be found in God only. He foUowi 
the conviction with engrossing contemplat 
till he discovers an excellence in divine obj 
which excites him to make desperate effort 
give his heart to God, and in this procesf 
thought, of effort, and of action, he presev) 
till it results in a change of heart. Thus tl 
in fact, represent regeneration as a gradual 
progressive work. They also maintain that 
sinner may so resist the grace of God, as to : 
der it impossible for God to convert him. 

The following quotations will exhibit t 
▼lews on this subject. 

** Regeneration considered as a moral cha 
of which man is the subject, giving God 
heart — making a new heart — loving God 
premely^ &c. are terms and phrases, whicl 
popular use, denote a complex act. Each 
popular use, denotes what, in a more analyl 
mode of speaking, may be viewed and descr 
as made up of several particular acts and st 
of mind, or a series of such acts and stal 
'*' When we speak of the means of regeneral 
we shall use the word regeneration in a i 
limited import than its ordinary popular iin| 
and shall confine it chiefly, for the sake of < 
venient phraseology, to the act of the wil 
heart, in distinction from other mental acts 
nected with it, or to that act of the will or I 
which consists in a preference of God to e 
other object, or to \}mX (Saw^o^syNacwv ci^ ^^ttr 
^verning affeci'ioTi ot put^o^fco^ ^^xaw^O 
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MraiM him to the «erTic« of God." ** We 
Bed to say, then, that before the act of the 
jr hearty in which the ainner first prefers 
to every other object, the object of tne pr^ 
,ce must be viewed or estimated as the great- 
ood. Before the object can be viewed as 
fl;reatC8t good, it must be compared with 
' objects, as both arc sources or means of 
• Before this act 6( comparing, there must 
I act dictated, not by selfishness, but by self 
in which the mind determines to direct its 
{hts to the objects for the sake of consid- 
; their relative value, of forming a judgment 
acting it, and of choosing the one or the 
' as the chief good/' " Divine truth does 
»ecome a means to this end, until the selfish 
jple, so long cherished in the heart, is sus- 
ed ; and the mind is left to the control of 
constitutional desire for happiness, which is 
'iginal principle of our nature." ** Let the 
;r, then, as a being who loves happiness attd 
es the highest degree of it, under the influ* 
of such a desire, take into solemn consid^ 
in the question whether the highest happi- 
is to be found in God or in the world ; let 
pursue this inquiry, if need be, till it result 
c conviction that such happiness is to be 
J in God only ; and let him follow up this 
iction with that intent and engrossing con- 
lation of the realities which truth discloses, 
with that stirring up of his sensibilities in 
of them, which shall invest the world, when 
idered as his only portion, with an aspect oiC 
nificanee, of gJoom, and e^eu oi \ATtQ!t,%aDA 
Sr 0hdl chill and suspend h'la pieieiiX %fiAA3^ 
13 
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lore of it ; and let the contemplation be perae- 
Tered in, till it shall discover a reality and excel- 
lence in the objects of holy affection, which shall 
put him upon direct and desperate efforts to fix 
his heart upon them; and let this process of 
thought, of effort, and of action, be entered upoa 
as one which is never to be abandoned until tlie 
end propitaed by it is accomplished — until the 
only living and true God is loved and chosen, u 
his God forever ; and we say, that in this way the 
work of his regeneration, through grace, may be 
accomplished." ** God tells the sinner, that it is 
better to obey than to disf>bey him. The thougbc 
conveyed in the mind of the sinner is an arnnr 
in his sentient nature. It penetrates, it fasteiu, 
it is felt. The appropriate tendency of the feel- 
ings is to the voluntary act of sober, solemn coi- 
sideration. This act the sinner has power to do 
or to avoid. And here the mental process of o^ 
ing the means of regeneration, either begins or 
does not begin. If he thus considers, it begins, 
and now the appropriate tendency of considers' 
tion is to deepen emotion ; and thus, by the mV' 
tual influence of thought and feeling, the ten- 
dency of the mind to that entire mental proees 
which we have described, and the tendency of 
the process to a change of heart become undeni- 
able, and conspicuous in human consciousnesii" 
—Ch. Spec. far 1829, pp. 16, 17, 18, 19, «t,», 
227. 

" As to those who hold to the infusion of 

something into the soul previous, either in tie 

order of time or of nature, to the first right iP 

fection, and aa a notl ot fownl^m from whick 

Buch aflbction ka to flow, Nve nvo^A^ qi^^ia^;^' 
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although we do uot impute to them the blasphe- 
my, yet we cannot wholly acquit them of the' ab- 
surdity of Gibbon, who, in pretending to d^ 
■cribe the manner in which the primitive teach- 
ers of Christianity were inspired, says, they were 
mere organs of the Holy Spirit, just as a pipe or 
flute is of him who blows into it/' — Ch, Spec, 
far 1833, p. 361. 

** I do not believe that the grace of God can 
be truly said to be irresistible, in the primary and 
proper sense of this term. But I do believe that 
in all cases it may be resisted by man as a free, 
moral agent.'' — Dr. Taylor^ s Utter to Dp, 
Howes, 

** The means of reclaiming grace, which meet 
him in the word and Spirit of God, are those by 
which the Father draws, induces, just such sin- 
ners as himself, voluntarily to submit to Christ ; 
and these means all favor the act of his immedi- 
ate submission. To this influence he can yield, 
and thus be drawn by the Father. This influence 
he can resist, and thus harden his heart against 
God."— C*. Spec, for 1831, p. 637. 

" Free moral agents can do wrong under all 
possible preventing influence." ''What finite 
being, then, we ask, can know that a universe of 
free agents, who possess, of course, the power 
of sinning, could have been held back from the 
exercise of that power, in every possible con- 
junction of circumstances, even by all the influ- 
ences to obedience which God can exert upon 
them without destroying their freedom." — Ch. 
Spec, for 1830, p. 563. 

Compare the foregoing wiiYi l\ve ^o\\o>n\\i'^ «ic- 
trmcta. 
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Pbebidext Awards. ** The nature of tii- 
toe being a positive thing, can proceed from no- 
thing but God's immediate influence and muit 
take its rise from creation or infusion by God. 
For it must be either from that, or from our own 
clioice nnd production, either at oiice, or gradu- 
ally by culture. But it cannot begin, or take its 
rise from the latter, viz. our choice or volunta* 
ry diligence. For if there exists nothing at all 
of the nature of virtue before, it cannot eooie 
from cultivatioii ; for by the suppoMtion, there if 
nothing of the nature of virtue to cultivate. 
The first virtuous choice, or a disposition to it, 
must be immediately given, or it must proceed 
from a preceding choice. If the first virtuous 
act of will or choice, be from a preceding act of 
will or choice^ that preceding act of choice moBl 
be a virtuous act of choice, which is contrary to 
the supposition." ** As to man's inability to cos- 
vert himself. In them that are totally corrupt, 
there can be no tendency towards their making 
their hearts better, till they begin to repent i 
the badness of their hearts. For if they do not 
repent they still approve of it, and that tends t9 
maintain their bailneKs and confirm it. Tlie heart 
can have no tendency to make itself better, till 
it begins to have a br;ttcr tendency ; for thereia 
consists its badxie)«s, viz, lia having no good tea* 
dency or inclination. And to tx^gin to have a 
g/xid tendency, or which is the same thing, a 
tendency and inclination to be better, is the 
same thing as Ut be;/ in already to be better." 
'*The first virtue we have, certainly does not 

Mriue from virtuous euc\e*d\'oi%V^^*^^^^'^V^^^^^^ 
virtue, for tliai is to kuwo^. n'vyvm^ V»^vk\%^ 
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rat virtue. If the answer be, that they are no 
>od endeavors^ the^ have nothing at all of the 
iture of the exercise of any good disposition, 

an^ good aim and intention, or of any virtu- 
18 sincerity ; I ask what tendency can such ef- 
rts of the mind, as are wholly empty of all 
KMlness, have to produce true moral goodness 

the heart V ** Conversion is a work that is 
•ne at once and not gradually." ''Those who 
ny infusion of grace by the Holy Spirit, must, 

necessity, deny the Spirit to do any thing at 

99 u rpij^ questions relating to efficacious 
■ce, controverted between \X9 and the Armini- 
8, are two : 1, whether the grace of God in 
ring us saving virtue, be determined and deci- 
e. 2, whether saving virtue be decisively 
ren by a supernatural and sovereign operation 

the Spirit of God/' '' The dispute about 
&ce, being resistible or irresistible, is perfect 
naense. For the effect of grace is upon the 
II ; so that it is nonsense, mt/pj^i it be proper 
say that a man with his will cna resist his own 
II ; that is, except it be possible for a man to 
II a thing and not will it at the same time." — 
heard! i Remarks, pp. 182, 217, 218, 223, 224, 
5, 276. 

Dr. Dwioht. ''In regeneration, the very 
ne thing is done by the Spirit of God for the 
il, which was done for Adam by the same di- 
le agent at his creation. The soul of man was 
^ated with a relish for spiritual objects. The 
il of every man, who becomes a Christian, is 
lewed by the communication of the same rel- 
;." " The carnal mind, that '\b xVifc oi\^vbw7\, 
ural dispoBition of man is eumVx^ v^^^oax 
13* 
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Gody not subject to his law, neither indeed can 
be. Before this change, therefore, there is no 
holiness in the character — ^no relish for spiritual 
good — no exercise of virtuous volition — ^no pur- 
suit of virtuous conduct. All these things begin 
to be chosen, and to be practiced, after they begin 
to be relished, and the first relish for them ex- 
ists in this renovation of the mind." ** This 
change is instantaneous. This position has been 
as much controverted as any of those advanced 
in this discourse ; but, as it seems to me, with 
no solid support either from reason or revelatioOi 
The scheme of those who oppose this doctrine 
appears generally to be this ; the subject of re- 
generation is supposed to begin at some time or 
other, to turn his attention to spiritual concerns. 
He begins seriously to think on them ; to read con- 
cerning them ; to dwell upon them in the house of 
God, in his meditations, in his closet, and in his 
conversation. By degrees he gains a more 
thorough acquaintance with the guilt and danger 
of sin, and the importance of holiness, pardon, ac- 
ceptance, and salvation. By degrees, also, he re- 
nounces one sinful practice and propensity after 
another, andthus finally arrives at a neutral char- 
acter, in which he is neither a sinner, in the abso- 
lute sense, nor yet a Christian. Advancing froio 
thisstase, he begins, at length, to entertain, ini 
small degree, virtuous affections, and to adopt 
virtuous conduct ; and thus proceeds from one 
virtuous attainment to another, while he lifes. 
Some of the facts here supposed, taken sepi' 
rately, are real ; for some of them undoubtedly 
take place in the minds, ^nd \v;e« of those who 
become religious men. liwX. \\v^ 'wXvAfc ^xsuste^ 
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ed together, and as a scheme concerning this 
subject, is, in my \iew, entirely erroneous." 
" There is a period, in which every man who be- 
comes holy, at first becomes holy. At a [>eriod, 
immediately antecedent to this, whenever it takes 
place, he was not holy. The commencement of 
holiness in his mind was, therefore, instantane- 
ous ; or it began to exist at some given moment 
of time. Nor is it in the nature of things pos- 
sible, that it should be otherwise." — Dwighfs 
Theology, Vol. 2, pp. 419, 420, 424. 

Dr. Smalley. '* Recreneration is such an es- 
sential change of nature, as supposes something 
created in a proper and strict sense. It is ex- 
pressly spoken of under the name and notion of 
a creation in a number of places. Eph. iv. 24. 
" The new man which after God is created in 
righteousness and true holiness." Col. iii. 10. 
" The new man which is renewed in knowledge 
after the image of him who created him." And 
2 Cor. V. 17. " If any man be in Christ he is 
a new creature." We may also observe, that 
most if not all other phrases, by which this 
change is expressed, plainly convey the same idea 
of it, and of the manner in which it is effected." 
" If it be true that man is by nature totally de- 
praved in the spirit of the mind, it is a plain case 
that the beginning of holiness in him, can be no 
otherwise than by a new creation. When spirit- 
ual life is once begun in the soul, in however low 
a degree, it may be preserved and increased by 
moral means. But the first production of the 
radical principle of life, can no. more be the ef- 
fect of any second cause, than iVve i«a\. xwA. «^ 
$eed of any plant or tree, couVd Yv«L\e >a%fc\^\|*^** 
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duced by rain, sunshine^ and cultivation. Those 
who hold that regeneration is eflfected bj the 
moral power of light and truth, either leave true 
holiness wholly out of the account from the first 
to last, or suppose mankind not totally destitute 
of it by nature ; or else talk in a manner alto- 
gether inconsistent." 

Dr. Strong. " Regeneration is that change 
from which holy exercises proceed, and is there- 
fore the beginning of spiritual life in the soul. 
It is the beginning of that moral conformity to 
God which is the true preparation for heaven 
and its blessedness." ''It is not the modification 
of any moral principle, which previously existed 
in the mind, but the production of one that is 
new. The heart or the will and affections «re 
the seat of this change ; therefore, the increase 
of doctrinal or speculative knowledge, be the de- 
gree ever so great, hath no tendency to regener- 
ate a person. Doctrinal light hath its seat in the 
understanding, and it is contrary to all experi- 
ence, that more knowledge of an object to which 
the heart or will is, from its very nature oppos- 
ed, will change the opposition into love. We 
may know this from the objects of love and ha- 
tred, which daily occur in the experience of life. 
If the taste of the mind be opposed to the nature 
of an object, the more the object is seen, the 
more an opposing taste will exert itself, the divine 
action in regenerating an unlioly soul is, there- 
fore, on the heart or will and affections. What 
we call a new moral principle, may also be called 
a new taste, relish, temper, disposition, or habit 
of feeling respecting moral objects and truth." 
Dm, Backus. '* From xW %je.c>o>iu\ ^^ >2^ 
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lange which hath been taken from the word of 
uthy it appears that God operateth on the heart 
r the Spirit, previously to its holy exertions^ 
id that all its exercises are the effects of this 
vine operation." " The heart or the temper 
* the mind is changed in regeneration. The 
isign of it is, to restore the holy temper which 
as lost by the apostacy." " Regeneration is an 
stantaneous change. There can be no point 
which one is neither in a renewed nor an un- 
newed state ; and therefore, when the new heart 
given, it must be given in an instant.'' " The 
ore attentively we examine the doctrine of pro- 
essive regeneration, the more fully it will ap- 
itLT that it is built on principles which deny the 
11 extent of man's depravity." — Backus on Re* 
neration, pp. 15, 20, 25. 
Dr. Griffin. *' Yielding then to the point 
at man is an eneTny to God till the change is 
implete, it may yet be asked, is not that enmity 
adually weakened ? It cannot be radically 
sakened till its cause is weakened, which is su- 
eme self-love, (or more generally the love of 
e creature, for the social affections, too, may 
t up their objects in opposition,) struggling 
;ainst the law and administration of God. But 
e love of the creature, in which self-love is in- 
uded, cannot be weakened before the love of 
od is introduced." ** In every view, then, it 
)pears that there can be no approaches towards 
(generation in the antecedent temper of the 
jart. The moment before the change, the sin- 
^r is as far from sanctification as daxk.Tve^<& \^ 
cm light, as sin is from holiness.** '' N^V^v'v^ 
e character of the natural heatll Kxv^ viV-^^- 
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18 holiness ? are the two questions, which on thii 
subject must divide the world. For if holineB 
is a simple principle, and first introduced in re* 
generation, especially, if it is a principle of sip 
preme love to God, following supreme selfishneMi 
nothing can be plainer than that the change isai 
sudden as the first drop that falls into a vessel, cr 
the first ray that penetrates a dungeon." — Park 
Street Lectures, pp. 93, 97, 101. 

Dr. Woods. ''The renewal of sinners ii 
effected by divine power. The scripture teacbei 
this in a variety of ways. It represents that be- 
lievers are God's workmanship, that they are 
bom of God ; that he quickens them, that Ik 
gives them a new heart, turns them from nn,aBi 
makes them obedient and holy. It ascribes ts 
God, as the supreme cause, every particular thng 
which constitutes the character of CbristiaBi. 
This conception of the divine power in regene* 
ration is plain and simple. We look at hohooi 
in man and ascribe it to God as its cause. Tki 
yiew we take of this new q>iritual creation is j«l 
as simple and obviotis as of the natural creatiOR> 
The heavens and the earth which once did w^ 
exist, but which now exist before our eyes, are 
effects flowing from the operation of God's po^ 
er. He created them. They exist in const' 
quence of the act of hb will. There that whicfc 
is proclaimed is material, or physical ; in tlie 
other case spiritual, or moral ; things in their vor 
ture altogether different from each other, bat 
equally effects, resulting from the operatioo of 
divine power ; so that the honor of renewiiY 
mnners is due to God, as really and directly, ^ 
the honor of creating iUe ^oi\i. TVojk '^ ^^^ 
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tical truth, taught clearly in the scriptures, and 
impressed upon the hearts of all Christians, and 
impressed more and more deeply as they advance 
in the divine life." ** How can it be supposed 
that such a change results from any thing in man ? 
If we should suppose this, we should quickly 
find our supposition contradicted by the word of 
God, and should be taught that our reliance must 
be, ' not on him that wiileth nor on him that 
runneth, but on God who showeth mercy.' " 
** The renewal of sinners is exercised in a sove- 
reign manner. By this is meant that those who 
are regenerated by divine power, are no more de- 
serving of the favor bestowed upon them, and of 
themselves no more inclined to turn from their 
sins, than those who are lefl to perish. The rea- 
son why one man is renewed, rather than others, 
cannot be found in any attribute of his character, 
or in any exercise of his understanding, his af- 
fections, or his will. Unquestionably God, who 
18 infinitely wise, has a good reason for all that 
he does. But the reason of his conduct in this 
ease, as in many others, lies in his own mind." — 
Doctrinal Tracts, No. 19. 

These extracts afford a fair specimen of the 
views which are entertained by the great mass of 
New England ministers on this subject. 

Yours affectionately. 



LETTER XVI. 

May 18,- : 

My Dear Brother : 

The views entertained by the New H 
divines respecting the influence of self-love 
entirely at variance with what has been den 
tiated New England Divinity. According 
them, all moral action, whether holy or sinf 
prompted by self-love, or the desire of happii 
in other words, every moral being makes his 
happiness his ultimate end. Thus they vir 
ly destroy the radical distinction between 
liess and sin, making them both proceed froo 
same principle of action. While the si 
chooses the world for his portion or chief j 
from a regard to his own happiness, the i 
chooses God for his portion or chief good foi 
same reason. The distinction of course beti 
the saint and the sinner, consists, not in t 
having different ultimate ends, but in their a^ 
ing different means to obtain the same ultii 
end. Their language is : 

'* There is no more difficulty in accoon 

/or the fact, that the yielding sinner suprei 

kfvea Qod, from the '\mp\Aae o^ ^ x^^^Wi 
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own happiness, than there is in explaining the 
opposite fact, of his having formerly, under the 
influence of the same principle, when perverted, 
supremely loved his idols ; which, though con- 
trary to his reason and conscience, his heart 
wickedly preferred as his highest good. The 
self-love that was previously in servitude to his 
selfish inclinations, and perverted by their unhal- 
lowed influence, now breaks away from that ser- 
vitude, as his soul, under the power of light and 
motives rendered effectual by the Holy Ghost, is 
made to see and feel where its true interest lies. 
And no sooner is this duty seen and felt, through 
the influence of the Spirit, than the man who is 
so constituted that he must have a regard to what 
he views as his own highest good, at once 
chooses Christ and his service as the means of 
securing it." — Christian Spectator, for l83S,p]^. 
357,358. 

** This self-love, or desire of happiness is the 
primary cause or reason of all acts of preference, 
or choice, which fix supremely on any object. 
In every moral being who forms a moral charac- 
ter, there must be a first moral act of preference 
or choice. This must respect some one object, 
God, or Mammon, as the chief good, or as an 
object of supreme affection. Now, whence 
comes such a choice or preference ? Not from 
a previous choice or preference of the same ob- 
ject, for we speak of the frst choice of the ob- 
ject. The answer which human consciousness 
gives, is that the being constituted with a capa-« 
city for happiness desires to be happy ; and 
knowing that he is capable of det'\VYa^\i'«^^YCL^^^ 
ihwD different objects, consideia iioui \«>av^ ^^^^^ 

14 
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greatest happiness maj be derived, and as in this 
req>ect he judges or estimates their relative valoe, 
so he chooses or prefers, one or the other as his 
chiefgood."— /rf./or 18^, p. 21. 

'tOf all specific voluntary action, the happi> 
ness of the agent, in some form, is the ultimaU 
end" Id. p. 24. " In this process, the sinner, 
from the desire of happiness, turns his thoughts 
to the decisions and discoveries of eternal truth. 
He sees and feels that the world, taken as his 
portion in this life, brings with it eternal torment 
in the next. Through the dread of the misery 
connected with it, this object of affection loses 
its attractions, and is, as the case may be, so 
overcast with gloominess, that his active love 
and pursuit of it ceases. Now too, he sees that 
the supreme good is in God, only ; and there is 
a desirableness surpassing what belongs to all 
things beside, in becoming a child and heir of 
God."— /rf. p. 33. 

** While self-love awakens intense desires to 
comply with the terms of mercy, while it power* 
fully and successfully prompts the mind to look 
toward the only object of supreme affection, that 
the heart may fix upon it, still the object is too 
dimly seen — still however it is to be remembered 
that the sinner, disgusted with the former idols 
of his heart, and feeling deeply his exposure to 
the wrath of God, strongly desires, be the ap- 
pointed means what they may, to escape the 
dreadful doom ; that he is willing to fix, and does 
in fact fix the eye of contemplation upon the ob> 
ject of holy affection, and does with soch glimp> 
aes of its glories as he m^'Y ^^^^^^ ^^ their 
MiirmeiionB, and summon \i\« Yi!&«c\.\a ^hVs^^^ 
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Qod, his Saviour^ which in the only condition of 
bifl mercy."— Id. pp. UaO, 2:11. 
Compare thefie with the following extracts : 
PftKsiDENT Edwards. ** The first objective 
ground of gracious affections, is the transcend- 
■otiy excellent and amiable nature of divine 
things, as thej are in themselves, and not any 
conceived relation they iK^ar to self or self inter- 
est. Some say that divine love arises from $elf^ 
lavf.f and that it is impossible in the nature of 
things for any man to love God, or any other 
being, but that love to himself must be the foun- 
dation of it. But I humbly suppose, it is for 
want of consideration they nay so. They argue 
that whoever loves God, and so desires hisglory, 
or the enjoyment of him, desires these things as 
his own happiness; the glory of God, and the 
beholding and the enjoying of his perfections, 
are considered as things agreeable to him, tending 
to make him happy. And so ihey say, it is through 
•eJfJove, or a desire of his own happiness, that 
he desires God should be glorified, and desires to 
behold and enjoy his glorious perfections. There 
iB no doubt, but that after God's glory and be- 
holding his perfections, are becoming agreeable 
to him, he will desire them as he desires his own 
happinesM. But how came these things to be so 
very agreeable to him, that he esteems it his 
highest happiness to glorify God ? 6lc. Is not 
this the fruit of love? Must not a man first love 
God, or have his heart united to him before he 
will esteem God's good his own, and before he 
will desire the glorifying and enjoying of God as 
his happiness ? it is not strong ;mv;^\\\w^^\mk«'*mi 
4^/r M maa has his heart umVed Vo ^^ v&Na 
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and, aft a fruit of thin ^ he desirf^s hifl g\ory an^ 
enjoyment aA hifl own happine.sfl, that therefore, 
n deflire of thin happinenH munt needs he the 
rnuar, and fminrlat'um of fiis love, unleM it he 
Htron^ ar^iiinfr that hecaiine a father begat a son, 
therefore his son certainly hegat him." — Ed^ 
war ft n work^. Vol. v., pp. ^21^— 140. 

' D^viD RiiAf^KRH. " These thin£rsl saw with 
great clearness when T was tlioiif;ht to be dying, 
and Ood ijave me ^reat conrern for his chnrch 
and inferest in the world at this time. Not so 
much, because the late remarkable influence 
npon the minds of the pe,o(>Ie was abated and 
almost wholly gone, as because the false religion, 
the heats of imagination, and wild and si;lfish 
commotions of the animal affections, which 
attended the work of grace had prevailed so far. 
This was that which my mind dwelt npon day 
and night, and this to me was the darkest appear- 
ance respecting religion in the land. For it was 
this chiefly that had prejudiced the world against 
inward religion. This f saw was the greatest 
misery of all, that so few saw any manner of 
difTerencK between those exercij'es which are 
spiritual and holy, and those which have self'Iofff. 
far thrir hrfrinnin/:^, rrntrr. //ndrnfl" — liraintrtr% 
Lift, p. 40rt. 

f)R. Wyaa.ksw. 'Mt is true, many a carnal 

mind is ravished to think that Ciod loves him, 

and will save him ; but in this cnse, it is not the 

true character of (iorl which clrirms the heart; 

it is notCiod that is loved. Strictly speaking, he 

only loves himself. And self-love is the only 

ftoftrco. of a/ J his a(Tcr,v\(>iv:^. ^>t,\^ vif. c,^U it 

iovff to (itul, if in of no ol\ie.t W\w\ v\\wi\ ^wvwi^t^ 

ifeff/ to one ariothf^r. For »innrr» love tho^r. iWl 
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lave them,** — Bellamy's works, Vol. II. p. 507. 

Dr. Hopkins. ** From this scriptural and ra- 
tional view of disinterested affection, in which 
all true virtue, piety and charity consist, may be 
seen what a great and dangerous mistake they 
have made who suppose there is no virtue or true 
religion, but that which consists in self-love, or 
originates from it, and that no man ever acts, or 
can act from any other principle, whatever he 
may think or pretend. Surely, these * call evil 
good, and good evil ; put darkness for light, and 
light for darkness; bitter for sweet, and sweet 
for bitter.' They call that virtue and goodness 
which is directly opposed to all true virtue and 
goodness, and in which all moral evil consists." 
'^Hopkins's System, Vol. I. p. 477. 

Dft. Smalley. " Selfishness is so universally 
condemned, and so much is said in the scriptures 
against self-seeking, that one would think no 
lidxired proof were necessary to convince any 
man who believes the Bible, or any man of 
common sense, whether he believes the Bible, 
or not, that self-love cannot be the prima- 
ry aonrce of all true virtue and religion. Yet, 
however strange, so it is, many great philoso- 
phers, and some learned divines, have been pro- 
fessedly of opinion that the best actions of good 
men, and their most virtuous affections, proceed 
from a mere regard to themselves, as their first 
principle and last end. They think that a well 
regulated self-love will influence a man to what- 
•oerer things are honest, amiable, or of ^ood 
report; though a. misguided mA^Aon^ oSv^wX^^^ 
mea into the reverse of all iYie«e. HCYv^v /*»:'» 
whe90rer we transgress the Tu\e oV t\^^"i ^^ ^ 

14* 



from a wrong idea of our own interest, so wbes 
we eonform to that rule, it iff only with a view to 
our own interest rightly understood. Accord- 
inglj they suppose, as one of their poets hath 
said, * self-love and social are the same/ And sev- 
eral systems of divinity widely diflfereot in other 
respects, agree in this, that all religion, at bot- 
tom, is nothing but self-love/' ** Indeed to sup- 
pose self the primary principle, and only ultimate 
end of the virtuous and g^Knl, is obviously to con- 
found all real distir/ction lietween the best and 
the worst of characters. All men, and undonb^ 
edly devils, also, have self-love enough ; and are^ 
capable of all those actions and aflfections which 
have this only for their basis. If therefore, thia 
were the lK>ttom principle in the virtuous and 
good, it is plain there woufd be no essential diP 
ference of character between saints and sinners, 
or between the angels of heaven, and devils in 
hell. All the diflference would be eireumitamiud; 
arising from the different conditions in whieh 
they are placed, the different treatment they re- 
ceive, and the different ideas they have of tiie 
disposition of other l>eings towards them, or of 
their own interest/' — HmalUy*s Hemumi^ pp, I !5» 
116, 118, 119. 

Dr. GaiFFfN. ** While the wicked place their 
whole haf>piness in gratifying affections which 
terminate in thenmelve.i or a limittd circle^ the 
right things, in which the good place tlieir high- 
est happiness, ( 1 supfK>se it will not be deni^,) 
are the glory of Cfr>d, and the prc>sperity of his 
kingdom. Now I ask, ih ihe utaiKCiiftiion which 
tb^y hope to derive to ihtm%tbit% fLYomvVinx^cMA^ 
cr the 4raad itself, Iteir auv>Tcme object*! \^^^ 
rejoice more in ilie refteciiou Wax Ou,y Ky^e^u 
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than others,) shall enjoy the sight of God's 
glory, than that God will be glorified ? If so, 
they no longer place their supreme happiness in 
his glory but in their own gratification — a gratifi- 
cation, more refined indeed than the grosser 
pleasures of sense, but still personal and private. 
To say that they place their supreme happiness in 
the glory of God, and yet make their own happi- 
ness the highest object, is a plain contradiction. 
To place their supreme happiness in the glory of 
God, necessarily implies that they love and value 
his glory more than any other object. — Park- 
^reet Lectures , pp. 80, 81. 

Dr. Porter. '* Deliberately to admit that 
^If^ove must be the primary ground of moral 
jaflTection, is to supersede all intelligent discussion 
about regeneration, or any of the kindred doc- 
irines of grace. This one principle sweeps the 
whole away. There remains no radical distinc- 
tion of character between the saint and the sin- 
ser. The most depraved individual on earth, or 
even among apostate spirits is doubtless the cen- 
tre of his own affections. And though he may 
have perverted views of what is his real interest, 
be means, notwithstanding to act, and does act 
from a ' primary' regard to himself. And if this 
is the highest principle of actfon to a holy being, 
then an angel and a devil stand on the same 
ground as to moral character ; in other words, 
there is no distinction between holiness and sin.'' 
'-'Letters on Revivals, pp. 88, 89. 

The views contained in the foregoing extracts 
are the views which have been TO«L\tiXw\«i^V^ ^^afc 

great body of orthodox mimsieTa \u "Sew "^x^^- 

nuHl <m thiB SFubfect. 

I am yours, vety affiecX\ovi^^^l 



LETTER XVII. 



Mt Dear Brother: 

Another important point of difference betweea 
the modem speculations and New England Cal» 
▼inism, relates to the agency of the Holj Spirit 
in regeneration. What the precise views of the 
New Haren divines are, in relation to this point, 
it is somewhat difficult to ascertain from their 
writings. Thej have been extensively nnder- 
stood to discard the doctrine of a direct, imme- 
diate, divine efficiency ; and to hold, that the 
Holy Spirit never operates on the mind, but 
through the medium of truth or motives. This 
doctrine is explicitly maintained by Mr. Finney 
in his sermon entitled *' Sinners bound to chtDRe 
their own hearts,^' and has been repeatecUy 
avowed in conversation by Dr, Beecher. I have 
also heard Dr. Beecher affirm, that Dr. Taylor's 
views on this subject accorded with bis own. 
That such are the views of the New Haven di- 
vxoes, seems to be implied in much which th^ 
Amre written. They aay, (CK.'Spee. forV^SA, 
9. 866, J " Indeed we know oi lio o^i^iet ^ffnckM 
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hold which this divine u^cnt can have on the 
ninncr whom he would turn from the error of 
his ways, but tliat which consistH in so brin^^ing 
the truths of the Bible into contact with his un- 
derstandintr and moral KenKibilities, that he shall 
voluntarily shun the throntoncd evil, and choose 
the proffered jrood." if this language was not 
intended to convey the i<lea,tliJit the only agency 
which the Spirit exerts in regeneration, is so to 
brin;; truth and motives before the mind of the 
sinner, as to indue:; or jjersuade him to turn from 
the error of his wnys; it is impossible to tell 
what meaning was intended. All their represen- 
tations respecting the susceptibilities of unre- 
newed men to be iniluenced by the motives of 
the gospel, and the tendency of truth, when 
clearly seen, to weaken and suspend the selfish 
principle, and produce a change of heart, are 
suited to make the sume impression. Still, how- 
ever, in their review of Dr. Tyler's Strictures, 
they say, ** We have never called in question the 
doctrine of an immediate and direct agency of 
the Holy Spirit in regeneration." Whether they 
meant, by this declaration, any thing more, than 
that they had never formally, or in so many words, 
called this doctrine in quc^stion ; or whether they 
intended toaflirm that it is still an urticle of their 
faith, I am un:ible to decide. He this however, 
as it may, the great body (A' those who profess 
to adopt the sentiments of the Svw Haven divines 
do discard this doctrine, 'i'hey deny that the 
more the sinner sees of God, the more he hates 
his character, and that he invarlaUl^ Te':-Av\s v\\<ix>i 
motive to holy ob(fdience, l'\\\ w new \\\«^^tv\ v^vvv^ 
per M created or implanted lu \v\tt v»o\\\ V'^ ^^ 
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power of the Holy Ghost. They maintatn, with 
Dr. Beecher and Mr. Finney, that the influence 
of the Spirit in regeneration, is a persuasive in- 
fluence exerted through the medium of truth or 
motives. This, therefore, may be regarded as t 
prominent doctrine of new divinity. 

That this is utterly at variance with the views 
of our standard New England divines, is what I 
shall now attempt to show. 

President Edwards. '' Observe that the 
question with some is, whether the Spirit of God 
does any thing at all in these days, since the 
scriptures have been completed. With those 
that, allow that he does any thing, the question 
cannot be, whether his influence be immediate; 
for if he does any thing at all, his influence most 
be immediate.'' " The Apostle says, ' In whom ye 
are circumcised with the circumcision made witb> 
out hands j in putting off the body of the sins of the 
flesh, by the circumcision of Christ.' This phrase, 
made without hands, in scripture, always denotei 
God's immediate power, above the course of na- 
ture, above second causes." *' There are two 
things relating to the doctrine of efficacious 
grace, wherein lies the main diflerence between 
Calvinists and Arminians as to this doctrine. 
First, that the grace of God is determining and 
decisive as to the conversion of a sinner, or a 
man's becoming a good man, and having those 
virtuous qualifications that entitle him to an in- 
terest in Christ and his salvation. Second, that 
the power and grace and operation of the Holy 
Spirit in, or towards the conversion of a sinner, 
Ja immedisite, that the\vab\\. o^ Vx\i^n\t\»a or ho- 
JJaess is immediately- impVwiXe^ ot \ft&M«AL\ ^^aafc. 



OP NBW HATEN THEOLOGY. 107 

the operation goes so far, that a man has habitu- 
al holiness given to him instantly, wholly by the 
operation of the Spirit of God, and not gradually 
1^ assistance concurrinff with our endeavors." — 
Miseellanemu Observations, pp. 176, 182, 187, 
220. 

Da. Bellamy. " In regeneration, there is a 
■ew, divine, and holy taste and relish begotten 
in the heart by the immediate influence of the 
Spirit of God." '' That the idea of a natural 
beaoty supposes an internal sense, implanted by 
oor Creator, by which the mind is capacitated to 
discern such kind of beauty, is clearly illustrated 
and proved, by a late ingenious philosopher. 
And that the idea of spiritual sense, communi- 
cated to the soul by the Spirit of God, in the 
work of the new creation, is also as clearly il- 
lustrated and proved, by a late divine, whose 
praise is in all the churches." *' Are men regen- 
erated by the law or by the gospel ? If, by re- 
generated, is meant enabled to see the holy beauty 
of divine truths, we are regenerated neither by 
the law nor by the gospel, nor by any external 
means or instructions whatsoever, but by the im- 
nediate influence of the Holy Spirit." — Bellas' 
mfi Works, Vol I. pp. 502, 503, 532. 

Dr. Hopkins. " The divine operation in re- 
^eneraiiony of which the new heart is the effect, 
IS immediate, or it is not wrought by the energy 
of aoy means as the cause of it, but by the im- 
mediate power and energy of the Holy Spirit. 
It is called a creation, and the divine agency in 
it is as much without any medium, as in creating 
Mf^o^hiffg ^om nothing. Men axe uoX. i^\^«ci^ 
iataf ia the bcbbc in which we axe uo^r couiv^^"^' 
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ing regeneration, by light or the word of God* 
This is evident from what hath been said under 
the last particular. If the evil eye which is total 
darkness, and shuts all the light out, be the evil 
corrupt heart of man, then his corrupt heart 
must be renewed, in order to there being any true 
light in the mind, and previous to it. There 
must be a discerning heart, which is the same 
with the new heart, in order to see the light ; 
and therefore this cannot be produced by light," 
— Hopkins^ System, Vol, l,p. 457. 

Dr. D wight. *' The soul of Adam was cre^ 
ated with a relish for spiritual objects. The 
soul of every man, who becomes a Christian, i» 
renewed by the communication of the same rel^ 
isb/' ''It has been extensively supposed, that 
the Spirit of grace regenerates mankind, by codf 
municating to them new, clear, and juster views 
of spiritual objects. The understanding h^aij^ 
thus enlightened and convinced, the heart, it is 
supposed, yields itself to this conviction; and 
the man spontaneously becomes, under its influx 
ence, a child of God. I shall not attempt here 
to describe the metaphysical nature of the work 
of regeneration ; yet it appears to me clear, that 
the account which I have now given of this sub- 
ject, is not scriptural nor just. Without a rel" 
ish for spiritual objects, I cannot see that any 
discoveries concerning them, however clear and 
bright, can render them pleasing to the soul. If 
they are unpleasing in their very nature, they 
cannot be made agreeable by having-that nature 
unfolded more clearly. He who disrelishes the 
taMte of wine, will nolieUaVivllVie more^ the more 
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distinctly and perfectly he perceives that taste. 
Nor will any account of its agreeableness to 
others, however, clearly given, and with what- 
ever evidence supported, render the taste agreea- 
ble to him. To enable him to relish it, it seems 
indi^ensable that his own taste should be chang- 
edy and in this manner fitted to realize the pleas- 
Imtness of the wine. Light is either evidence, 
or the perception of it; evidence of the true na- 
ture of the object which is contemplated, or the 
perception of that evidence. But the great diffi- 
culty in the present case is this : the nature of 
the object perceived is disrelished. The more 
then it is perceived, the more it must be disrel- 
ished of course, so long as the present taste con- 
tinues. It seems therefore indispensable, that, 
in order to the usefulness of such superior light 
to the mind, its relish with respect to spiritual 
objects should first be changed." — Dwighfs 
lieplogy, Vol 1. pp. 419, 422. 

Dr. Smalley. *'If it be true that man is by 
nature totally depraved in the spirit of his mind, 
it is a plain case, that the beginning of holiness 
in him can be no otherwise than by a new crea- 
tion. When spiritual life is once begun in the 
sonl) in however low a degree, it may be preserv- 
ed and increased by moral means ; as well as 
any plant or animal can be kept alive, and made 
to grow by natural means. Bat the first produc- 
tion of the radical principle of this life, can no 
more be the effect of any second cause, than the 
frst root or seed of any plant or tree cQuld have 
been produced by rain, sunshine, and cultiva.- 
tion." " It is easy to conceive lYi^X Nq\i»N«^«t 
juvpemuties of nature one previoueX^ \\^k&^ "o^^ 
15 
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be brought into exercise by arguments and n 
tives adapted to operate upon such propensity 
But how to bring into existence a propensity 
nature or principle of action radically new, a 
essentially diflfereiit from every thing in the i 
tive mind of man, is the great difficulty. It ii 
plain case, I think, that it can never be bron| 
to life, otherwise than by being, in a proper a 
strict sense, created in them again.'' — Smaller 
Sermons, pp. 287, 289, 290. 

Dr. Griffin. " How caa the motives of i 
ligion be the instruments of producing a o< 
disposition, when that disposition must exist I 
fore the motives can take hold of the heart ? i 
the question may be decided by fact. Have o 
all these motives assailed the heart for ma 
years, without taking away a particle of its op|) 
sition ? For months together have they not be 
set home upon the conscience, without at i 
weakening the enmity ? How comes it to pai 
then, that, at length, in one moment, they enl 
the heart, and rise to supreme dominion ? Ha 
thev all at once broken their way through, ai 
assisted in new-modelling a heart, on which, t 
that moment, they could have no influence? T 
decisive question is, was the power applied tot 
motives to open a passage for themselves, or 
the heart to open a passage for them ? Let t 
event declare — the heart was new before them 
tives entered."— ;-Pflr A: Street Lectures, pp. Ifi 
158. 

Dr. Porter. ** In regeneration, it has bei 

said^ the sinner's heart is changed by the infl 

ence of truth and motiNes, '^lonecAj^ b^ Got 

Jaat SB one man's mind is c\iVEk^e^ vn vdl^ % 
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byr theperfaamon of «fi'Hhi»'. How does the or- 
«l4»r pcavoaule his hearers ? By apfK;al«» Ui their 
wndenUmdlnfi^f conscience, passion, interest, 
Jbe. ; that is, bj addres^finsf prfnrj|#l#Tf»fhait are in 
llie men already, — iirinciple^t th;(it are in a// rnen. 
He ofMrrates on tlM;ir niind*» by an obj';ctive in- 
inenee; by the preM;ntation of external njotiveit 
adafrted to sway tlK;ir purpOH'^ Thin if» all be 
can do. But is this all that God can do ? 
He addresses men by the nolmmu motives 
of the f^'/«^l, through pre;ichin((, and other 
external means of pf^rsnaAion. But is this all 
that he can do ? Certainly not ; for \HiHulHH the 
presentation of motivf^s, tbroui^h the instru men- 
tality of second causes, he can exert an Jnjm«;diate 
iaiiienee on minds, such as no man has the p^^w- 
cr of exertinii^ on another man ; and^this is the 
ndliieDee which he «Uhsh dxttri in rej^eneration. 
To deny this, is to deny special ^ace« For if 
ngtneratiim is pro^luced by an influence the same 
aa that employe<l by one man on the mind of an- 
other, in common |»ersuasion ; C4;rtainly it is not, 
io any sense, a sup^^rnatural work. It takes 
place accord ini( to t^ie laws of nature, in the or- 
dinary course of cause and effect/' — iMUrs an 
MUmvalsff pp. 84, Kj. 

8iieh are the views which have \t4'Mn uniformly 
auuntained by Sfiw Kn((land Calvin ists on this 
Mbject^ 1*he oppositi; i\uu9fy is an old Pela^^i- 
an theory reviveiL I do not know of a writer, 
clasminj;^ to 1^ a CaJvinint, who ever advance^! 
thiatheory, till these m^xlern theolo£;ians arose. 

1 am yours, very afliectionately. 



I 



LETTER XVIII. 



My Dear Brother: 

Dr. Taylor, in his letter to Dr. Hawes, says: 
" I believe that all who are renewed by the Holy 
Spirit are elected or chosen of God from eterohy, 
that they should be holy ; not on account of 
foreseen faith or good works, but according to 
the good pleasure of his will.'' 

This statement, taken by itself in its most ob- 
vious meaning, would seem to contain a correct 
view of the doctrine of election, as maintained 
by Calvinists. But when we compare this state- 
ment with other statements made by him and his 
associates, we are compelled to conclude that he 
must attach to the language a meaning entirely 
different from that in which it has been commonly 
received. The grand question at issue between 
Arminians and Calvinists, on this subject, is, and 
ever has been, whether election is conditional or 
unconditional ; in other words, whether God has 
elected some to everlasting life, because he fore- 
Baw they would comply w\\\v l\ve Vettti^ c^{ «.%br^ 
tioQor ff/iether their comp\\aiic»e\a«LC«t«fcQcsM»Rfc 
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of their election. The Arminians maintain that 
God truly desires, all things considered, that all 
men should become holy and be saved — that he 
not only offers salvation to all, but does all that 
he can, consistently with their moral freedom, to 
induce all to comply with the conditions of par- 
don. They maintain also, that sinners may 
effectually resist the grace of God, and thus ren- 
der it impossible for God to convert them. The 
purpose of election, according to them, is God's 
eternal purpose to save those who, he foresaw, 
would cease to resist his grace, and submit to his 
authority. 

The Calvinists, on the other hand maintain 
that such is the depravity of the human heart, 
that no man will comply with the conditions of 
pardon, until he is made willing in the day of 
God's power. They maintain also, that the rea- 
son why Grod does not secure the holiness and 
happiness of all his moral creatures, is not be- 
cause he is unable to do it, but because he does 
not see it to be, on the whole, for the best; that 
for wise reasons, which he has not revealed, he 
has determined to make some the trophies of his 
grace, and to leave others to persist in sin and 
perish. 

That the views of the New Haven divines on 
this subject are essentially Arminian, is what I 
shall now undertake to show. And, 

In the first place, they maintain that '*• God, all 
things considered, prefers holiness to sin, in all 
instances in which the latter takes place." If 
this be so, it must be God's choice, all thiu^^ 
considered, that ail men should become \ic\^ «^^ 
^ mred, and lua infinite beaeNoVeucifc ^""^ 
16* 
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prompt him to do all in his power to bring ill 
men to repentance. Accordingly they say, Cfa. 
Spec. 183^i, p. 660 : ** God, not only prefers, on 
the whole, that his creatures should forever pe^ 
form their duties, rather than nefflect them ; hot 
purposes, on his part to do all in his power to 
promote this very object, in his kingdom." But 
if God does all in his power to bring all men to 
repentance, tlien the distinction between saintB 
and sinners does not result from the sovereign 
purpose and election of God, but from man's free 
will. It is not true that God will have mercy on 
whom he will have mercy, for he would have 
mercy on all if he could. *' He would hate 
prevented all sin in his moral universe, but could 
not." 

Again. The New Haven divines maintiin 
that sinners may so resist the grace of God as to 
render it impossible for God to convert them- 
**ln all cases, it (the grace of God) may be 
resisted by man as a free moral agent, and it 
never becomes effectual to salvation till it ii 
unresisted;" that is, till the selfish principle ii 
suspended, and the sinner ceases to sin, and be- 
gins to use the means of regeneration. " Free 
moral agents can do wrong under all possible 
preventing influence. Using their powers u 
they may use them, they will sin." "We know 
that a moral system implies the existence of free 
agents, with power to act in despite of all oppo- 
sing power. If this be so, what election cia 
there be except what is founded on foreseen 
repentance and faith ? Most certainly, aocordinf 
to this theory, before God cow\d Vv^'t^ YSLr^OMd 
to save any individaais, Yie mvAX. \«r^ Vsr^ 
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that those individuals would cease to resist his 
pace, and thus render it possible for him to eon- 
rart them. His purpose to save them, therefore, 
nast have been grounded on the foresight of their 
Mibmission. 

Again. The statements of this doctrine, con- 
tamed in the Christian Spectator, evidenlj pro- 
ceed on the same supposition. 

** God offers the same necessary conditions of 
iceeptance to all men ; desires from the heart 
that all men, as free agents, would complj with 
them and live ; briiigs no positive influence upon 
mjr mind against compliance ; but, on the con- 
trarr, brings all those kinds, and all that degree 
of influence in favor of it upon each individual, 
which a system of measures best arranged for 
the success of grace in a world of rebellion 
allows; and Anally, saves, without respect of kin- 
dred, rank, or country ; whether Scythian, Greek, 
0ff Jew, all who, under this influence, accept the 
terma, and work out their own salvation, and rep- 
robates alike all who refuse." — Christian SptetO' 
tor, 1831, p. 635. 

According to this representation, the purpose 
•f election is simply God's determination to save 
thoae who, he foresaw, would accept the terma of 
pardon. This is still more explicitly expressed 
n the following passage : 

** The means of reclaiming grace, which meet 
bim in the word and spirit of God, are those by 
which the father draws, induces just such sinners 
if himself voluntarily to submit to Christ ; and 
Ihiie means all favor the act of his immed\«^ 
wAmumao, To ih'ui influence Vie can ^*\e\^> «s^ 
b0 drawn of the Father. Tbia uA»«a»^^ 
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can resist, and thus harden his heart agaioM 
God. Election involves nothing more, as it re- 
spects his individual case, except one fact — the 
certainty to the divine mind, whether the sinner 
will yield to the means of grace, and voluntariij 
turn to God, or whether he will continue to hard- 
en his heart till the means of grace are with- 
drawn."— /c?. p. 637. 

Now, what is this but the Arminian view of 
election founded on the foresight of faith and 
obedience ? God employs the best means which 
his wisdom can devise to bring all men to repent- 
ance. He draws, induces them to submit to 
Christ. Every sinner can yield to these meana, 
or he can resist them. Election involves nothing 
more, except one fact, the certainty to the 
DIVINE mind ; that is, the divine foreknowledge, 
" whether the sinner will yield to the means (rf 
grace, &c." In other words, the purpose of elec- 
tion is God's purpose to save all who he foresaw 
would obey the gospel. This is the very doctrine 
which the Arminians have always maintained. 
They say again : 

** The purpose of election, rightly interpreted, 
then, in our view, brings the God of justice and 
grace into immediate contact with our rebellioui 
world, staying the execution of justice, and urg- 
ing gracious terms of reconciliation on men, on 
purpose to bring the matter to a speedy 4ssue, 
and to gain whom, in the methods of his wisdom 
he can, over to his authority and kingdom." — Id. 
p. 638. 

Here again we are brought to the same point 
Gad's purpose of election, \& V\\^ ^^mt^^q to ^j^ain 
A9 many of the human rac^ ^aVk^ c^xk. ^^^<«(^9i^ 
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sction is this, if God did, all things considered, 
sire the salvation of Judas as much as the sal- 
tion of Peter, and if he did all in his power to 
3are the happiness and holiness of Judas, how 
n it be said that Peter was elected in distinc- 
*n from Judas ? Who made them to differ ? 
That this view of the doctrine of election dif- 
s widely from that which has been maintained 
the orthodox divines of New England, might 
shown by abundant quotations from their wri- 
igs. I shall give only a' few specimens. 
President Edwards. " It is most absurd to 
11 such a conditional election as they talk of, 
the name of election, seeing there is a nece»- 
f connection between faith in Jesus Christ and 
$rnal life. Those that believe in Christ must 
saved according to God's inviolable constitu- 
*n of things. But if they say that election is 
ly God's determination in the general, that all 
It believe shall be saved, in what sense can 
is be called election ? They are not persons 
it are here chosen, but mankind is divided into 
o sorts, the one believing, and the other unbe* 
ving, and God chooses the believing sort ; it is 
t election of persons, but of qualifications. 
Hi does, from all eternity choose to bestow 
^rnal life upon those who have a right to it, 
ther than upon those who have a right to dam- 
tion. Is this all the election we have an ac- 
unt of in God's word ?" *' God, in the decree 
election, is justly to be considered as decree- 
g the creature's eternal happiness antecedently 
any foresight of good works, in a sense wKet^ 
he does not in reprobation decifefe iVve ^^t^'a." 
'e's eternal misery, antecedently lo wv^ Sot^^ 
it of sin ; because the being o^ «ivn. Sa «vi^Y^^ 



178 OEfoinr AVD Twoarnxm 

• 

•ed in the first place in order to the dee 
rejN'obatian, which i», that God will glori 
rindictive justice^ and the ver j notion of n 
ing jtutticey »imply considered, jiapponea a C 
be rerenged. But faith and good work* a 
anppoaed, in tlie firat place, in order to tl 
cree of election/' — MiMceL Ob». pp, 150, 
Dr. Hofkikm. '' The elect are not cho 
•air ation rather than otherit, because of anj 
excellence in thern, or out of reffpect to an; 
aeen faith and repentence, or because their 
character* are in any respect better than e 
The difference between theui and otliers, i 
respect, whenever it takes place, is the fru 
consequence of their election, and not the r 
and reason of \u All mankind are totaJl 
fbl, wholly lost, undone, in themselves iofi 

giilty and ill deserving. And all must ] 
rever, were it not for electing grace ; wer< 
not selected from the rest and given to tb 
deemer, to be saved by him, and sr> made v 
of mercy prepared unto glory/' — ilapkini^ 
Urn, VoL //,14a, 151, 

Da, Bmallrv, ** The scripture doctri 
election I understand to be this ; that a o 
number of mankind, including all who will 
ally be saved, were chosen of God to sali 
from all eternity ; in such an absolute ma 
that it is impossible any one of them sj 
finally be lost/' ** it is a wrong notion c 
doctrine of election, to suppose; that God's c 
of persons as the heirs of grace and glory 
grounded on his foreknowledge of their faitl 
work§/' '* if he Coretttiw tWdV ^wij uuaibi 
them would cordiaUy beVieve ask^ o\ye<S >^ 
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pely it mast be because he determined to put such 
so heart in them. Consequently, his electing 
tliem to eternal life, could not be grounded on his 
foreknowledge of their doing the things requir- 
edy in order to their salvation ; but his foreknowl- 
edge that they would do these things, must hare 
been grounded on his purpose to give them efTec- 
toal grace, working in them to will and to do, of 
bis good pleasure.'' — Smalley^s Sermons ^^i^. 260, 
264,266. 

Dr. Grifpin. " The only question is, what 
does God perform ? What does he accomplish 
by positive power ? What does he permit? If 
it is a fact that he changes one sinner, and per- 
mits another to take his course to ruin, he always 
intended to do the same.'' '' The doctrine of 
election, thus necessarily deduced from that of 
regeneration, is abundantly supported by the word 
of God. There we are distinctly taught that 
God eternally elected a part of mankind, not on 
account of their foreseen holiness, but to holi- 
ness itself." — Park Street Lectures f^^. 174, 175. 

Dr. Woods. "Whenever God first makes 
men holy, he must do it without regard to any 
goodness in them. He can look at no works of 
righteousness which they have done, but must 
act from the impulse of his own infinite love. 
And we are to view the purpose of God in rela- 
tion to this subject, as in all respects corres- 
ponding to his acting. It seems then perfectly 
clear, that God did not determine to regenerate 
men ot make them holy, from any foresight of 
repentance, faith, or good works, as conditions 
or causes moving him thereunto. TVi^ ^xi\.\>\^ 
dactiott of holiae§8 cannot suTely Yvvie levg^^^*^ 
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wnj prerioiM lyAinetm** — Replff io Dr. Ware, p 

157. 

I might enmlf mtt Itipljr qiuHniioiuk Biti tlHMe 
mair be xttgudid «« a fnir notctmt^ n( ibe rknf 
wbieb bari^ been nniftnmy tni/mrudutd iA i\m 
docirioe by New EoglAiMl Ciilf ioMfte, 

And oow^ iDir deftr brotber^ baf iof procraetal 
tbiji flerk* erf lettern nmeb bejrood mf origimtl 
ifitentioii, I prripoMf^ fiyr « iteiufon et bt»M^ t// re^ 
liete jfour pAiience, miuI tb«i of jour oofoeroiw 
feeder* to whom tbey here been gif en tbroojj^ 
the preMv, My object bee fieen to ipve ytm • 
pUiOf oof erftijibed nftrretion of leetn rel«tiiiff lo 
matterfl of gre«t iritere«t et tbe pr^i^ettt d*p 
The irtory b, in mftiiy re^fpeetn^ « painful onitf 
but it neenm important that tbe truth nbooM be 
known^ I hare iitated nothing aa (act^ of wbicb 
I bare not either pergonal knowledge^ 4n infornK 
ation from mpurcen in which J te^HMm tbe fulleft 
confidence. Hbould it hereafter appear that 1 
bare (alien into any miatakea^ I aball esteem it 
not only a duty but a prit ilege to correct tbeta. 
While I bare felt it my dutv to apeak freely fA 
the opinir/na of liring men^ 1 bare intended t/^do 
it with kindtmtm and candor, I certainly am not 
concioua of any unfriendly UstAin^ UfWHrdn ihtm 
brethren from whfttn I diflb' in opinion, Mj 
pra]jrer ia that we may yet mt eyt to eye, and 

Sain lift up our f oiceif together in d^banjs. of 

Youra f ery aftctionalely. 
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